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 Potes for the Ensuing Wieck. 


November llth ... Half Quarter Day. 
November 12th .,, Sheriffs nominated. 
November 15th ... Solicitors’ Certificates expire, 


CURRENT -TOPICS. 


Tue EVENTS OF THE PAST WEEK, have proved, if 
further proof were necessary, that the diminution in 

the number of the judges of the common law divisions 
of the High Court, which was effected when the three 
additional Lords Justices were added to the Court of Ap- 
, cannot be continued without grievous prejudice to 

e administration of justice. Notwithstanding the re- 
ort to the expedient of assize commissioners, the result 
of the absence of some of the judges at the winter assizes 
has been to necessitate the suspension of sittings in Bane, 
except in the Exchequer Division, where two judges 
have sat to hear motions. It can hardly be intended 
permanently to ingraft on our judicial system an 
organization of paid commissioners who are not judges ; 
yet if this is not done the results at future winter 
assizes must be still more inconvenient to suitors in the 
metropolis. There were, on November 2nd, 860 
tases waiting for trial in Middlesex, and in London 
there is also a heavy list. At Judges’ Chambers there 
Will never be any effectual remedy found for the dis- 
order which prevails until arrangements are made for 
the attendance of two judges. The merchants of Liver- 
pool and Manchester are loudly demanding more fre- 
ent and prolonged sittings of the judges of the High 
urt, and the present provision for the transaction: of 
the civil business of those counties has been admitted 
by the highest legal authority to be insufficient. No 
satisfactory steps can be taken to redress these grievances 


' until more judges are appointed. We fully appreciate 


the objections to the unnecessary creation of new 
judges, but in this case the necessity for such a step is 

t too apparent. The credit of the new system of 
procedure is at stake. The Lord Chancellor in one of 
the last speeches he made in the House of Lords last 
session, pledged the Government, if they found after the 
experience of the circuits of this year that there was 
not a sufficient number of judges, to propose to Par- 
liament an addition to the judicial strength. The 
circuits would appear to have amply shown the need for 
this addition. 





Ir 1s NoT suRPRistnG that the many recent cases of 
hydrophobia should have given rise to an outcry for 
defensive legislation; but before undertaking such 
legislation, it may be well to glance at the protections 

vided by the existing law. These seem to be comprised 

four statutes, two applying to the metropolis only. 
By 2&3 Vict. o, 47, 8. 61, it is enacted that any con- 
stable in the metropolitan police district may “ destroy 
any dog reasonably suspected to be in a rabid state, or 
which has been bitten by any dog reasonably suspected 
to be in a rabid state,” the owner allowing such dog to 
be at with knowledge of its state or that it has 


Vict. -c. 134, s..18, the police may take possession of 
any dog found in any street within the metropobis, 
and not under the control of any person, and may - 
detain such dog until claimed by the owtier, peter . 
being liable to.-be ‘sold or destroyed if not ¢ 
within three days. The same statute gives power toe 
magistrate to order any dog to be destroyed on com- 
plaint that it has bitten or attempted to bite any 
person within the metropolis. “The Dogs Act, 1871” 
(34 & 35 Vict.. o. 56) is of general application. This 
statute allows any constable to take possession of 
any dog that he has reason to suppose to be savage or 
dangerous straying on any highway, and not under the 
control of any person.” If the owner is known, he must 
be apprised of the taking possession of the dog, and if he 
does not claim the dog in five days, the dog may be sold 
or destroyed. If the owner be not known, the dog has 
only three clear days of absolute right to life. The 
same statute provides that “any court of su 
jurisdiction may take cognizance of a complaint that a 
dog is dangerous, and not kept under proper control, 
and may make an order directing-the dog to be kept 
by the owner under proper control or destroyed.” Under 
this statute it was held in Pickering v. Marsh (22 
W. R. 798) that the justices may order a “ dangerous” 
dog to be destroyed without giving the owner the 
option of keeping it under proper control, The 3rd 
section provides that “local authorities may, if a mad 
dog, or a dog suspected of being mad, is found withia 
their jurisdiction,” make an order “ placing under such 
restrictions as they think expedient all cogs not being 
under the control of any pevzon during such period 
as may be prescribed in such order. Apart from 
the fiscal Acts, 16 & 17 Vict. c. 90, by which the assessed 
tax on dogs was fixed at twelve shillings, 30 & 31 Vict. 
c. 5, by which this tax was superseded by a licence duty of 
five shillings, and 32 & 33 Vict. c. 14, by section 38 of 
which the employer of a shepherd, and not the shepherd 
himself, is liable to duty, the or’y other English dog 
Act appears to be 28 & 29 Vict. c, 60, by which the 
“owner of every dog shall be liable in damages for 
injury done to any cattle or sheep by his dog; and it 
shall not be necessary for the party seeking such 
damages to show a previous mischievous propensity im 
such dog, or the owner’s knowlecge of svch previous 
propensity, or that the injury was attributable to neglect 
on the part of such owner.” This statute is founded on 
the corresponding Irish one, 25 & 26 Vict. c. 59, which 
also applies to injury done to animals only. Looking to 
the spread of hydrophobia, it is worthy of considera- 
tion whether the more stringent powers and penalties of 
the metropolitan statutes ought not to be extended to the 
whole of England. 





Tur Court or Aprgat has affirmed the decision of the 
Common Pleas Division in the case of Dickson v. Reuter's 
Telegram Company (25 W. R. 272, L. R. 2 OP. D. 
62). The effect apparently is to establish it as the law 
of England that a telegraph company is not bound, as 
between itself and the recipient of a message, to use any 
degree of care whatever. The court does not appear to 
have had anv difficulty in arriving at the conclusion, and 
did not even take time to consider the judgment. We 
took occasion when the case was decided in the Common 
Pleas Division to make some remarks upon the judgment 
of the court, pointing out that much of the 
upon which the judgment was founded was of doubtful 
validity. Wecannot say that the decision of the Court of 
Appeal, as reported in the daily papers, is altogether 
satisfactory considering the very important nature of the 
question. The case is treated, as in the Common Pleas 
Division, substantially on the footing that the right of 
action can only be put on the ground of the doctrine 
of false representation, because the contract is between 
the sender and the telegraph company, no} between 
the recipient and the company. We suggested, and we 
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been bitten, being liable to a penalty of £5, By 30 & 31 


cannot help thinking the suggestion is worthy of com 
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sideration, that the receipt of the message raises a con- 
sideration for a warranty of due care on the part of the 
company. It does not seem to us that the law of false 
representation has anything to do with the question at all. 
It was put by the court as if the attempt on the part of 
the plaintiffs was to enlarge that doctrine of law by sub- 
stituting the word “careless” for ‘‘ false.” In the case 
of an ordinary messenger it may be that there could be 
to ground for liability; but where a company carry on 
the business of carriers of messages, the receipt of a 
message from them as a genuine message from the party 
from whom it purports to come seems to us, without any 
very great stretch, to amount to a consideration. The 
receipt of such messages by the supposed addressees of 
them is essential to the existence of the company’s busi- 
ness, Weshould hope that the question might ultimately 
be discussed in the House of Lords, except for the con- 
sideration suggested by Bramwell, L.J., viz., that even if 
the company were held liable they would probably bar 
their liability in future by express stipulation, and, inas- 
much as they are generally monopolists, the public must 
needs send and receive their messages even with that 





Tue Master or THe Routs has announced his deter- 
mination to put a stop to prolix pleading, and it is 
eertainly time that some steps were taken in this 
direction. The learned judge proposes to accomplish 
his object by the infliction of costs on the suitor; some 
of his predecessors on the chancery bench found it more 
effectual to inflict the costs on the prolix pleader. It 
may be remembered that last year, on an application to 
strike out a statement of claim containing sixty-four 
paragraphs and occupying eighteen pages, counsel cited 
the case of Mylward v. Weldon, in 1596, in which 
the decree stated that the replication “doth amount 
to six score sheets of paper, and yet all the matter 
thereof which is pertinent might have been well con- 
tained in sixteen sheets of paper,” and on the court find- 
ing that the plaintiff himseif had drawn the replication, 
it ordered him to walk round Westminster Hall wearing 
the replication as acloak, with the written side outwards, 
and to payafine of £10. And, according to Gilbert, 
there are not wanting precedents where counsel have 
been ordered to pay the costs of impertinent matter, the 
reason assigned being that “it makes counsel more 
careful how they stuff bills or answers or other records 
with tautology and impertinency.” As we have pre- 
viously pointed out, Lord Clarendon’s Orders in Chancery 
subjected counsel drawing impertinent pleadings to the 
payment of costs. 





A vorxt of some importance to solicitors arose on 
Wednesday last before Mr. Justice Fry. On the 
action of Cockshott v. The London General Cab Com- 
pany being called on, counsel for the plaintiff stated that 
the defendants would not be represented, and proposed 
to take a decree in accordance with certain proposals 
made to the defendants, or otherwise according to the 
prayer of the statement of claim. In the absence of 
defendants, proof of service of notice of trial 
became necessary, and the case stood over for a short 
time to enable the service to be proved. Subse. 
quently it turned out that the service had been effected 


F 


oaths 
lordship refused to take in the absence of the defendants, 
and consequently the case had to stand over. It is 
understood that the practice of verbally agreeing to 
accept service by post is somewhat common, 





' As Mr. J. 8, Stoxx has thought proper to “improve ” 
a! conviction of Mesers. Swindlchurst, tl 





—— 
troversy, and repeating his wholesale charges 

solicitors of, among other matters, dividing commis. 
sions with auctioneers, it may be well to recall the 
circumstances, which he has judiciously refrained from 


mentioning, that, after the publication of his formerletter, 


the Committee of the Estate Exchange, comprising the 
leading estate auctioneers in London, in January lagt, 
passed a resolution that “the allegations contained in 
Messrs. Debenham, Storr, & Sons letter of the 80th of 
December are unjustifiable, and that the practice of 
dividing commissions is indefensible, illegal, and un. 
professional’; and that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society in a letter to the secretary of the Estate 
Exchange Committee, acknowledging the receipt of thig 
resolution, stated that ‘they did not believe that the 
practice alluded to in the resolution of your committee 
prevails among respectable solicitors. The council em- 
phatically condemn such a system as wholly unprofes- 
sional and unjustifiable.” 








It is stated that the Premier has recently received 
from the Associated Chambers of Commerce a com. 
munication expressive of the satisfaction of that body 
with the working of the Railway Commission. The 
Chambers of Commerce are in favour of the continuance 
of the Commission, with such modifications and exten. 
sions of jurisdiction as experience may have proved to 
be desirable. 

A decision of interest to the profession, says the 
Anerican Law Review, was lately rendered by the 
Supreme Court of Massachusetts in Pierce v. Parker, 
The facts appear in the opinion of Morton, J. :—“ This 
is an action of contract, brought by an attorney-at-law, 
to recover for his services and disbursements in suits 
brought by the defendants against certain insurance com. 
panies. The only item of the plaintiff's account which 
was disputed was the fifty-fourth item, being a charge 
of 350dols. for commissions on the amount collected of 
the insurance companies. It appeared at the trial that 
the defendants personally collected this amount of the 
insurance companies, and that it did not pass thro 
the hands of the plaintiff, and that the charge of 350d 
for commissions was made by the plaintiff after the money 
was thus collected. In regard to this item, the defend. 
ants requested the court to instruct the jury ‘that the 
plaintiff could not recover any sum upon this item in the 
account annexed, because the relation of counsel and client 
had been terminated before the charge was made, and be- 
cause the collection was not made, in fact, by the plaintiff,’ 
The court rightly refused to give this instruction. The 
question whether the plaintiff was entitled to recover the 
whole or any part of this item does not depend upon 
the time when he made the charge in his books, nor 
upon the fact that the collection was not made by him. 
In the case of an attorney-at-law, or other agent, acting 
for his principal, in complicated affairs, it is manifestly 
inconvenient, if not impracticable, for the agent to make 
a specific charge for every item of service rendered by 
him for his principal. Although he makes specific 
charges for the more prominent und important services 
rendered by him, yet if, in the course of his agency, he 
performs other services not included in such charges, it 
is not unreasonable nor unjust that he should recover 
for such other services by a charge for commissions, of 
in some other general form, if his labours result in the 
collection of money by his principal. In a case like the 
one at bar, an attorney-at-law cannot charge a com 
mission as 4 fixed and arbitrary standard of compensa- 
tion; but under such a charge he may recover a fair 
compensation for services rendered which have not been 
included in specific charges made by him, The time 
when he makes his charge is immaterial; and the fact 
that the client personally receives the money collected 
cannot deprive the attorney of his right to a reasonable 
compensation for all his services rendered while the 
agency continued,” 
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THE FACTORS ACTS AMENDMENT ACT. 


“Ay Act passed last session (40 & 41 Vict. c. 39) makes 
“gnother step in the progress of the principle—the ap- 
plication of which has been of late years much extended 


by decisions and by legislation—that where a 
trusted agent violates his trust, his principal, rather than 
gy third person with whom he has dealt, should 
suffer the loss caused by his breach of duty. 


~ The question always implies, first, that a real trust or 


agency of some sort has existed; secondly, that the 
agency was a limited one; thirdly, that the limit has 
been overpassed or wholly set aside by the agent; 
fourthly, that the agent has been put by his principal 
in a position which enabled him to deal with the third 
itd in such a way as to afford him no notice of the 

itation; and, fifthly, that the limitation was in fact 


“gnknown to the third party who dealt with him. But, 


on the other hand, it does not imply that the agent was 
in fact known to the third party to be an agent; on the 
contrary, the case is usually one in which the agent acts 
himself as principal. 

The extent to which the principle above referred to 
ought to operate is a matter on which opinions have been 
not unreasonably divided; but, on the whole, there can 
be no doubt that reasons of mercantile convenience have 
carried the day against a resistance by the courts, based 
on legal principles so important that they well warranted 
the refusal of the judges to relax them except on the 
direct and precise injunction of the Legislature (see the 
historical statement by Willes, J., in Fuentes v. Montis, 
16 W. R. 900, L. R. 3 C. P. 276, and by Blackburn, J., 


in Cole v. North-Western Bank, L. BR. 10 C. P. 362). 


The recent Act follows in the direction taken by the 
earlier Factors Acts, and with them is to be cited as the 
“Factors Acts, 1823 to 1877.” If a repeal of the whole 
series is contemplated, it may be thought important that 


‘they should, as Nero wished for the Romans, have but 


one neck, and that a few words should be wasted now to 
But for what other purposes 
these Acts can be so “cited” is not clear, for to cite 
“section 2 of the Factors Acts, 1823 to 1877,” 
would be, to say the least, ambiguous. This how- 
ever, by the way. The earlier Acts are, at any 
tate, described as the “principal Acts,” and the 
present Act, though not incorporated with them, 
must, no doubt, be read in connection with them. This 
being so, it seems to follow that the words ‘‘ agent or 
person interested,” in the Ist section, must be read as 
similar words were construed iu the Acts of 6 Geo. 4, c. 
M4, and 5 & 6 Vict. c. 39. In the first Act the word 
“person” was used; in the second the word “ agent” ; 
here the words are ‘agent or person.” But each of the 
former Acts has been held to apply to mercantile agencies 
only (Monk v. Whittenburg, 2 B. & Ad. 484; Wood v. 
Roweliffe, 6 Hare, 191), and as each word separately has 
deen thus construed, it may be presumed that the two 
together will have the same meaning. Again, in Cole v. 
North-Western Bank (22 W. R. 861, L. R. 9 O. P. 470, 
10 0. P. 354), it was held that the Act of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 
applied only to cases where the “intrusting” was 
such as in fact to constitute the agent an agent for sale, 
or for carrying -out a sale; and that if the goods were 
Merely intrusted to him as a warehouseman, though 

es being a warehouseman he was a seller, the 

pal was not bound. There appears nothing in 


“Me recent Act to affect these decisions (which, notwith- 


Stand Lord Westbury’s observations in Vickers v. Hertz, 
LR. 2 So. pp. 118, 119, must be considered law), or to 


“Prevent their application to the new Act; the 2nd 
ection of which enacts that when any “ agent or person 
has been intrusted with, and continues in the possession 


or documents of title to goods” within 
meaning of the Factors Acts ‘as amended by this 


“Act” (sce the definition of a “document of title” 
RS & 6 Vict, o 39, s. 4), no revocation of his 


‘Mthority will affect a purchaser, or one making an 





advance on the goods, without notice of the revo- 
cation. This section meets the difficulty which 
occurred in Fuentes v. Montis (above cited), where it 
was held that, inasmuch as an agent whose ai 

was revoked could not be any longer said to be 
“intrusted,” a sale or pledge made by him after such 
revocation, of goods, or documents of title to goods, 
which had been previously intrusted to him, could not 
prevail against the principal ; the agent was not, in fact, 
at the time of the sale “ intrusted.” 

On the other hand, a new question may arise on the 
words, ‘‘ without notice of such revocation,’ as though 
they implied that there had been notice of the agency 
revoked, and that the section would not apply to the 
case of an agent purporting to sell as principal. But as 
this construction is not called for by strict logic, and 
would be contrary to the general provisions of the Act, it 
is not to be assumed that it will be adopted. 

The second section then deals with an agency actually 
constituted within the meaning of the earlier Acts; the 
two following sections bring within the Act that which, 
if it is an agency at all, would, at any rate, not be an 
agency within the earlier Acts. It was held in Jenkyns 
v. Usborne (7 M. & G. 678), that the buyer of goods 
forming a portion of a cargo in transitu, who obtained 
from the seller possession of a delivery-order for those 
goods, which he pledged, neither had a document equiv- 
alent to a bill of lading, and, therefore, negotiable, nor 
was himself a person intrusted with a document of title 
within the Factors Act, 6 Geo. 4, c. 94, s. 2, and that 
the seller might, therefore, exercise his right of stop- 
page in transitu, and so defeat the pledge. In sucha 
case it is difficult to see how any agency or trust could 
in any sense be said to exist between the seller and the 
buyer; but such a relation might be much more 
plausibly contended for where, as in the recent case of 
Johnson v. Credit Lyonnais (L. R. 2 C. P. D. 224), 
the buyer of goods from a factor leaves the dock 
warrants in his hands, in order that he may, from time 
to time, as the buyer’s occasions require, obtain delivery 
of, and transmit to him, or to his order, portions of the 
goods. It was, however, held by Denman, J., that the 
“ only capacity in which Hofman (the seller) had any 
possession of the goods after the sale, was that of a paid 
vendor, and that consequently the case was not within 
the Factors’ Acts.”” The ultimate fate of this decison, 
which has been appealed against, is still uncertain, but 
the present Act, by sections 3 and 4, provides for any 
future case of the like kind, as well as for cases like 
Jenkyns v. Usborne. 

By section 3, where goods have been sold, and the 
vendor, or any person on his behalf, continues in pos- 
session of the documents of title, any sale, pledge, or 
disposition of the goods or documents of title by the 
vendor, or by any person or agent intrusted by him with 
the goods or documents within the Factors Acts, will be 
as valid against the vendee, and in favour of the person 
to whom the sale, &c., is made, without notice of the 
previous sale, as if the vendor had been an agent or 
person intrusted by the vendee within the meaning of 
the Factors Acts. It will be vbserved that this section 
relates only to the case of the vendor remaining in pos- 
sion of the “‘ documents of title,” not, like section 2, to 
his remaining in possession of the goods themselves; 
that he remains or does not remain in possession of them 
is immaterial, excepting only with reference to the acts 
of Ais agent. If he has possession of the goods only he 
cannot bind the vendee at all; but if he has possession 
of the documents of title, he, or any agent of his within 
the Factors Act, may bind the vendee by a dealing with 

e documents of title, or (if he has possession of them 

) with the goods. 

By section 4, when the goods have been sold, or com- 
tracted to be sold, and the vendes, or any one on his 
behalf, obtains of the documents of title from 
the vendor or his agent, any sale, pledge, or disposition 
of the goods or documents by the vendee, or by any person 
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or agent intrusted by him with the documents within the 
Factors Acts, will be as valid in favour of third 
without notice of the vendor's lien or right as if the 
vendee or “other person” were an agent or person 
intrusted by the vendor with the documents within. these 
Acts. Here, again, the possession of the documents 
is the important thing; without this, ion of 
the goods goes for nothing so far as the Act is 
concerned. But a subtle distinction is introduced 
by the fact that, while under section 3 the vendor may 
be bound by the acts of the vendor’s agent intrusted 
with either documents or goods, under section 4 the 
vendor can only be bound by the acts of the vendor's 
agent intrusted with the documents. The answer to this 
will no doubt be that, if the vendee did in fact obtain | 
possession of the goods themselves, that delivery would | 
transfer the property at once to him, so that no such 
difficulty could arise as the Act is intended to provide 
against. This answer would no doubt be upon the whole 
correct; yet not so absolutely correct but that it would 
have been better to make the sections thoroughly 
harmonious. 


A farther observation may be made with respect to 
both these sections. The “‘ continuing in possession,” in 
section 3, and the “obtaining possession,” in sectfon 4, 

spoken of without any qualification ; and the question 
arise whether it is requisite that the continuing and 
the obtaining should be lawful, or whether they are 
sufficient though tortious, or even criminal. On the one 
hand, the presumption is strong against an intention that 
the true owner should be deprived of his property by the 
mere wrongful act of a third person who, without any 
assent or permission on his part, has usurped a position 
which enables him to defraud. On the other hand, the 
absence of words of qualification which might so easily 
have been inserted, and the presence of the word *‘law- 
fully” in the next section, seem alike to make it difficult 
to assume that any qualification was intended. To read 
these sections, however, in this unqualified sense would 
@ result so harsh and so contrary to all analogy 
that, until the contrary is decided, we must believe the 
sections to refer to a continuing and an obtaining which 
the true owner has permitted or allowed. 

The 5th section relates to the quality and effect of docu- 
ments of title to goods other than bills of lading, and when 
any such document has been lawfully indorsed or other- 
wise transferred to any person as a vendor or owner of 
the goods, it gives to its indorsement by such person (or 
to its delivery, when by custom or by its express terms it 
is transferable by delivery, or makes the goods deliverable 
to bearer) the same effect in defeating any vendor’s Jien 
or tight of stoppage in transitu as the transfer of a bill 
of jading has “in defeating the right of stoppage in 
transitu.” It is true that, from the circumstances of 
the case, the right which the transfer of a bill of lading 
defeats is in fact always a right to stop in transitu, which 
accounts for the last words, but, as it has long since been 
settled that this right is, in fact, nothing but an extension 
of the it of the vendor's lien (Schoteman v. Lanca- 
shire Yorkshire Railway Company, 15 W. 8. 537, 
L. RB. 2-Ch. 332), the insertion of these words seems a 
little . This decision alters the law as laid down 
in Ji v. Usborne (cited above) and McEwen v. 
Smith (2 EL L. C. 309), and makes # delivery order a 

instrument, in the same sense in which a bill 
of lading was so before 18 & 19 Vict. c. 111. 





PAYMENT INTO COURT. 


Tux case of Spurr v. Hall (L. R.Q. B.D, 615). raiggy 
a very important question as to the effect of the 
rules of pleading upon payment into court. Unde 
the old system of pleading, the defendant could ao 
plead any other plea together with payment into cogy 
to the same cause of action. A practice sprang up 
immediately after the introduction of the new 

of pleading alternatively by paying money into 

and also traversing the same cause of action as that in 
respect of which the payment into court was made, We. 
cannot but admit, notwithstanding the judgment jp 
Spurr v. Hall, which decides that this cannot be dono. 
at least in actions of nuisance, that there seems to be g 
great deal in common sense to recommend the allowanco. 
of such a practice. A plaintiff brings an action for 
some trumpery infraction of an alleged right 
which may, or may not, exist. Why should not the 
defendant be at liberty to say, ‘‘ I do not admit 
right, but if £20 is enough for you, here itis?”  Asit 
is the defendant must fight the question of right, though 
the whole matter is not worth the expense to lim; or 
he must admit the right by a payment into court, with 
the chance that, after all, the jury may give a small 
sum in addition to the money paid fmto court, and go. 
saddle him with all the costs of the action. Again, the 
plaintiff, out of a number of alleged rights and breaches. 
of them, may establish some trifling infringement of 
right, although substantially he fails in his action, It 
is frequently very diffieult for the defendant in practice 
to isolate the exact cause of action upon which the 
plaintiff succeeds so as to pay money into court on that. 
alone. If the defendant may plead payment into court 
in addition to other pleas, the plaintiff is not sub. 
stantially damnified, apart from the considerations. 
suggested in the judgment in Spurr v. Hall, with which 
we will deal hereafter. As the defendant’s counsel said, 
“ either the sum offered is enough or it is not; if itis 
not enough, the plaintiff can safely refuse to take it ont 
of court; if it is, there is an end of the action.” 

But certain reasons are given why, at any rate in an 
action of nuisance, payment into court should not be 
pleaded with other pleas. 

First, it is said that, in the action for nuisance, if the 
plaintiff takes the money out of court, this difficulty 
would arise. The damages in an action of nuisance ate 
limited to the damages up to the commencement of the 
action, and do not include damages for injury to the 
saleable value of the property. If the plaintiff had es- 
tablished his right upon a traverse of the defendants 
pleading in bar, he would have been entitled in a second 
action to recover exemplary and vindictive damages; for 
if it were otherwise, as has been said, the 


was done. Again, it is said, how is the plaintiff, if he 
takes the money out of court, under ord. 30, r. 4, todeab 
with the defences denying his right of action? If he 
admits those allegations, there is the anomaly that he 
would admit he had no right, and yet recover damage 
for breach of his right; and as to costs, instead of 
taxing his whole costs and bringing a new action, he 
would, perhaps, have to pay the costs of all the 
issues. Again, what would happen with his nw 
action? In that action the defendant would pay into 
court, perhaps, £5, and go on in the same way as offen 
as the plaintiff sued him, until at last, when the witness 
are dead and the means of proving the case lost, the 
defendant could defeat the plaintiff without 

meticdadtion, by denying his right and putting him to he 

of it. 

Pi The greater number of the reasons thus given seem 40 
us rather in the nature of an illustration of the ta 
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lure Acts. 


‘which was a strang 
tinue the nuisance. 


has lost this remedy, he ought to be entitled to 


darkening lights by building. ‘ 
- Butit may be said that vindictive damages are not 
_ merely to enforce the removal of a continuing nuisance, 
but to prevent vexatious repetitions of the same nuisance 
in cases of femporary acts of injury after the establish- 
ment in court of the right. This may be so, but it 
gems hard upon the defendant that it should be 
assumed against him that he will repeat the injury, and 
that his right of pleading ina manner that would other- 
wise be reasonable and convenient should be taken away 
on that assumption. Assuming that it would be open 
fo the plaintiff to prove his right in a second action, 
and so to recover vindictive damages, we do not see that 
he is very much prejudiced. Of course if it be that 
the acceptance of the money paid into court operates as 
an admission of the traverse of the right, this would be 
& conclusive objection against the mode of pleading 
under discussion. But we do not see under the present 
system how that can be sc. The plaintiff does not now 
reply that he accepts the money as sufficient, but merely 
“has to give notice that he does so without pleading at 
all, and then is at liberty to tax his costs. The plead- 
- ings are never completed at all. The objection that the 
iff will not, under the rules, get his whole costs, 
“but will, perhaps, have to pay the costs of the other 
issues, we do not understand, unless it be on the 
“assumption that the plaintiff is bound to plead to the 
. traverses, inasmuch as otherwise there are no other 
“iagues, issue not being joined on the traverses of the 
‘ights alleged to have been infringed. We do not see 
‘why the action should not be cut short by the 
‘payment and acceptance of a sum of money, irre- 
d a, of whether the rights exist or not. The 
a t certainly will not in this case, as it seems 
‘Wo us, get the costs of any issues, and we do not 
‘we how the plaintiff can really be put to any substantial 
‘Mets by the defendant's traverses. Again the objection 
‘@pressed to the anomaly of the plaintiff's recovering, 
‘hile he admits the traverse of the right, seems 
‘Altogether to depend on the question whether there is 
‘May such admission, which under the new system 
‘Mere does not appear tc be upon the pleadings, as the 
; never in such a case coms to issue at all. 
4 notions seem to spring out of the idea that the 
- Meord must be completed with respect to all the 
| @ifferent allegations in the pleadings, as in the old times 
‘distinct concurrent lines of pleading. How can it 
- Beaaid in substance that a plaintiff by accepting the 
ond wollgae court and letting the traverses alone 
; . 


One of the principal reasons for the 
 gldrule as to vindictive damages at the common law, 
er to the remedy by injunction, was 
“probably to force the defendant to remove or discon- 
The expedient ought to be un- 
necessary in the case of a continuing nuisance, by which 
“(we mean some permanent structure or alteration of the 
_pre-exis state of real property to the plaintiff's 
iene ; for either the plaintiff ought to be entitled to 
‘the interference of the court by injunction, or, if he 
e8 
in respect of diminution of the saleable value of the 

. We suppose the reason for the non- 

bility of the remedy by injunction is that, by 

lapse of time or acquiescence on the plaintiff's part, it is 

‘pot thought just that so strong a measure as forcing the 
defendant to remove the nuisance should be applied ; in 
other words, the defendant has obtained a sort of right 

‘to continue the nuisance on paying damages, i.¢., to 
make the compulsory purchase of the right alluded to. 

The law ought either to compel removal of the 

guisance directly, or to give the full damages arising 

from the permanent injury. Under the present system 

there is no reason, 80 far as we can see, for adhering to 
the old rule as to damages, so far as a continuing injury 
toproperty is concerned, as, for instance, in the case of 


hich is involved in th suggested endant 

Ww voly 6 case ofa def Te. 
peatedly infringing the right and paying money into 
court until the evidence of the right is lost. The 
particular case put seems to us rather fantastical, I¢ 
appears to us that it might easily be met by disallowing 
the plea in a second action as e or 

if it could be seen that the object aimed at by the 
defendant’s course of ing was that suggested. 
But the substantial point seems to be this—the action 
may be brought to establish a right, and it may be eon- 
venient and advantageous to the plaintiff to establish it 
at the particular moment. If there really is a peema- 
nent dispute between the parties as to the right, apart 
from the question of damages in the particular action, it 
seems to us doubtful whether the plea of payment into 
court ought to be allowed with ether pleas. But thisis a 
different thing from saying that the plea ought 
never to be allowed in an action for injuries to property. 
sect hyped aguornany dispute as to the right 
in question in such action. The acts done by the 
defendant may be esseniially of an occasional and 
temporary kind. Suppose in the course of 
operations on my land I do certain acts of 
alleged injury to another. There may be no permanent 
dispute as to the right infringed between us. Suppose I 
let rubbish fall off my land so as to obstruct a right of 
way which B. claims over C.’s land, and B. sues me, it 
may be quite immaterial to me thereafter whether B. 
has such a right of way. Suppose I create a nuisance 
near to a piece of land, and a person sues me elai 

to be the owner of the reversion, I may deny his right 
to the reversion for the purposes of the particular action, 
but-it may not, apart from that action, matter a sizaw 
to me whether he is entitled or not. On the whole it 
seems to us to be a matter of discretion in each case 
whether the mode of pleading under discussion should 
be allowed. 








Mr. Walter Rye, solicitor, in a pamphlet just published 


man, draws attention to the early evidence of the custem 
to be found in the Liber Albus of the City of 
which says:—“ Provided always that if the Mayor and 
aldermen for some notable cause shall not think 
to admit the person elected, the ward shall proceed again 
to make a more suitable election. But if the 
shall refuse to do this, or if from malevolence and 
of heart they shall elect some other person whom the 
court, taking into consideration the advantage and 
honour of the city, cannot so far demean itself as fo 
accept, it is the usage for the Mayor and aldermen, ag 
in the former case, after waiting fifteen days, to elect and 
admit another.” Mr. Rye briefly traces the history ef 
the custom down to Scales’ case in 1832, and analyses 
the arguments and judgments in that case, He thinks 
that this and other decisions, having been given “on 
general evidence of an old custom, in support of which 
no early documentary evidence was given, are liable to 
be reviewed now that such early evidence is forthcoming 
in the shape of the entry above quoted from the Zéler 
Albus ; and that Sir John Bennett had a right te imaist 
op a ‘‘notable” reason being given for his rejection, 
and that no return to a guo warranio would be sufficient 
that did not allege such a reason; and Mr. Rye thinks 
“it would not have been easy to give such a reason as 
notable.’ ” 


. 


would have come within the expression ‘ 
Mr. Granville Vervon has resigned the office of Chancellor 


of the Consistery Court of York, which he hes held for 
nearly sixty years. 

A telegram in the Times states that German shipowners 
are pressin, 

tions 28 and 
an authoritative explanation by the Board 


their Government to. obtain the repeal ef sea- 
24 of the British Merchant Shipping Act, and 
Trade of its 





© The most substantial objection appears to us to be that 





construction of the term “ passage,” 
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Recent BMecisiansg. 


POSSESSION A gies — BILLS OF SALE 


(Ex parte Fletcher, C.A., 25 W. R. 573, L, R. 5 Oh D, 
8 


This case is of value in two aspects with relation to 
questions of possession under the Bills of Sale Act. In the 
first place, it clearly indicates the distinction between the 
requirements of that Act and the reputed ownership 
clause, to which we took occasion to draw attention last 
year (21 Soricrrors’ Journat, 83). It has been frequently 
pointed out by judges that a material condition for the 
application of the latter doctrine is the consent of the 
true owner. Nothing of the kind is mentioned in the 
Bills of Sale Act, and considerations grounded upon the 
presence or absence of such an element are immaterial 
for the purposes of the Act. In the present case the 
respondents, who were mortgagees under an unregistered 
instrument of the chattels upon certain ironworks, sent 
a man to the works who demanded possession, and put 
up notices on the premises stating his possession, before 
the act of bankruptcy. Possession was not in fact given 
up to him till after the act of bankruptcy; but the de- 
lay appears to have been owing to circumstances beyond 
the control of the mortgagees or their agent, namely, the 
absence of the principal manager, and a discussion about 
the matter with the assistant manager. Had the question 
been one of order and disposition upon these facts it 
would probably have been decided against the trustee; 
the want of actual possession would not be conclusive. 
This was pointed out by Lord Justice Mellish in Ex 
parte Lewis (19 W. R. 835, L. R. 6 Ch. 631); and is 
shown also by such cases as In re Eslick, Ex parte 
Phillips (25 W. R. 231), where possession of part of 
the chattels was taken, under the circumstances, to 
amount to an assumption of possession of the whole. 
For this purpose, on the question of order and disposi- 
tion, it is material to inquire whether, if actual posses- 
sion was not obtained, the mortgagee nevertheless did 
all he could, and had a bond fide intention to take 
possession. Under the Bills of Sale Act, however, these 
matters, in the absence of actual possession, seem to 
i ial; and it may be collected from the present 
ease that imperfect possession will not be supported under 
the Bills of Sale Act by the aid of such circumstances of 
intention or endeavour as Mr. Justice Archibald adverted 
to in Furber v. Finlayson (24 W. R. 370). But the 
case was decided upon another ground of wider applica- 
tion. The deed under which the mortgagees entered 
contained no provision enabling them to take posses- 
sion excerpt in default of payment of principal 
or interest; and there had been no default; 
consequently the mortgagees entered illegally. Now 
possession of the premises in which chattels lie may, it 
seems, constitute actual possession of the chattels. Such 
porsession of the chattels is not regarded as imperfect ; 
but it is constructive; it is proved by way of inference 
from the poesession of the premises, coupled with a right 
and an intention to hold the chattels. Supposing that 
there is no such right, and the very entry upon the 
premises is a trespass, the evidence for finding possession 
of the chattels disappears. An illegal construction will 
not be forced upon a man’s acts; and, therefore, as 
Lord Justice Mellish put it during the argument, “a 
man who is not entitled to take possession can obtain 
possession only of that which he actually lays hold of,” 
This indisputable conclusion from a broad principle of 
law and reason will read another lesson in caution to 
perrons who undertake the delicate business of preparing 
bills of sale not intended to be registered. ' 








—— 


Rebtews. 


MARINE INSURANCE, 


Arnovtp’s Law or Marte Insuranog. Fifth Edition, 
By Davin Mactacutan, Esq., Burrister-at-Lay, 
Stevens & Sons; H. Sweet; and Maxwell & Son, 


Mr. Maclachlan, in his preface, informs the | 
world that he has been “ startled and pained ” at fin 
Arnould cited by American writers for ‘‘ antiquated lay,” 
and complains that those writers refer only to the first 
edition. If American lawyers are not aware of more re- 
cent editions, or do not appreciate Mr. Maclachlan’s 
labours, it must be some consolation to him that, in the 
short space of six years, the demand in England for g 
work on so special a branch of the law should make g 
new edition necessary. If some of us look back with no 
little regret to the simpler style of the original author 
as compared with that of the present editor, no one can, 
at any rate, fai] to give to the latter the fullest meed of 
praise for the industry and research with which, in this 
as in previous editions, he has collected and embodied 
in the text the later decisions in insurance lay, 
Some qualification must be made, however, to this remark 
as to the present edition, in which we observe the omis. 
sion of one or two important recent decisions. The 
for instance, of Eglinton v. Norman (25 W. R. 656), 
decided last April, upon the question how far under. 
writers by abandonment undertake the liabilities of the 
assured for that which has become merely a damnosa 
hereditas, is one which, from its novelty and importance, 
created considerable interest both at the trial at Misi 
Prius and at the argument before the Court of Appeal, 
But Mr. Maclachlan does not in any way refer to if, 
Nor, again, does Fisher v. Smith (25 W. R. 719), an 
important decision as to an insurance broker's lien, find 
any place in the new edition; which is the more sur 
prising inasmuch as Mr. Maclachlan appears to have 
been one of the counsel engaged in the case. However, 
with but very few exceptions, the recent cases appear to 
be noted up with care and accuracy. 

With the whole of the law deduced by the editor from 
the recent decisions we cannot agree. Thus, on p. 721, 
in treating of perils not covered by the policy, he has 
retuined a paragraph to the effect that an underwriter is 
not liable for loss occasioned to the ship by bad stowage 
if she was thereby rendered unseaworthy at setting ont. 
We are quite aware that there are decisions which might 
seem to justify this statement, for which no English 
authority is given, but ought it not to be qualified bys 
reference to the important decision of Dudgeon ¥. 
Pembroke, in the House of Lords (25 W. R. 499, L. R.2 
App. 284)? In that case the underwriter was held liable, 
although, on the findings of the jury, it was admitted, 
for the sake of argument, in the words of Lord Penzance, 
“ that the vessel was not seaworthy, and that its wantot 
seaworthiness cauced it to be unable to encounter suc- 
cessfully the perils of the sea, and so to perish.” Con- 
sidering the importance of the point and the fall 
discussion it has recently received, Mr. Maclachlaws 
paragraph seems to us somewhat misleading, though no 
doubt there have been cases where the question has beet 
raised whether, apart from the warranty of seaworthines 
in a voyage policy, a vessel can be said to be lost by ses 
perils where she sinks in smooth water by reasom 
of her unseaworthiness. Again, Mr. Maclachlan says that 
“in Stribley v. Imperial Marine Insurance Com 
(24 W. R. 701, L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 707) the court, as @ 
the partial loss of the anchor and chain, held, following 
Gladstone v, King, that, in the absence of fraud on the 

of the master in suppressing all mention of it, the 

was not covered by the policy, though the policy was 
not thereby rendered vold.”’ is was ole 99 not the 
decision, though the opinion of Blackburn and Lush, 
seemed #0 to incline. ‘The case was sent for a new trial, 
the majority of the court, viz., Blackburn and Qual, 
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_ JJ. gave no judgment on the point, and Mr. Justice Lush’s 

gbeervations can be hardly said to be more than obiter 
Care must be used in accepting the cases of 
macht v. Elliott (21 W. R. 810, L. R. 8 C. P. 

649), on p. 1016, and Browning v. Provincial Insur- 

ance Company (21 W. R. 587, L. R. 5 P. 0. 263), on 


35, for the propositions for which they are therein 


In what may be called the history of insur- 
gce a notice would have been desirable of 
the clause as to payment of particular charges 
which is now so constantly inserted to meet the diffi- 
qulties suggested by Great Indian Peninsular Rail- 
way Company v. Saunders (2 B. & 8S. 266) 
and Booth v. Gair (15 C. B. N. S. 291); also of the 
change which has certainly been stated at Guildhall to 
have taken place in the usage of average staters since 
the observations of the Court of Queen’s Bench in 
Stewart v. West India and Pacific Steamship 
Company (21 W. R. 381, L. R. 8 Q. B. 88, 
9%) with regard to treating as general average a 
loss caused by water let in to extinguish a fire. 
fome reference to the Chancellor’s abortive Bills 
on the subjecé of marine insurance would also have been 
interesting. No one but an editor c:n know an ediior’s 
difficulty in determining where to sv’arge and where to 
compress. But we cannot help thinking that space 
might have been more usefully occupied by the topics 
we have adverted to tran by the discussion of the editor’s 
pet theory as to the etymological origin of the word 
average. The additional pages which are devoted to 
this subject depict in glowing terms the mannezs and 
eustoms of the ancient Romans and would serve more 
fily as the framework of a Becker’s Gallus than to 
adorn the pages of a treatise on insurance law. We may 
aid that the chapter on pleading will require to be a 
little more carefully adapted to the changes introduced 
by the Judicature Acts. 

“We have dwelt upon what seem to us the short- 
comings of the present edition. But we must add that 
the merits of a treatise with the established reputation 
a Arnould on Insurance need no praise; that Mr. 
Maclachlan’s work seems to us, on the whole, to be done 
With care and diligence; and that, in our opinion, 
the present edition will not fail to keep up the credit of 
the work as a leading treatise on the subject of marine 
insurance. 


BILLS OF COSTS. 


Parcepants or Bits or Costs. By WimuaM Frank 
Summernays and TxHornton Toocoop. Second Edi- 
tion. Stevens & Sons, 


The first edition of this useful work was published in 
March of this year, and it has already become: well 
known to the profession. The second edition includes 
Additional precedents of bills of costs in contentious 
| Dusiness in the Probate Division and in Lunacy 
Matters, and a scale of costs in the Mayor’s Court 
tf London has also been added. The precedents 
& bills of costs in the Chancery Division are numerous 
fd carefully compiled, but we observe there is no 
Precedent of a bill under an order of the court on a 
Petition to wind up a company. As regards Chancery 
@sts the edition is the same as the former, 
With the exception of one or two slight additions, 

» the already numerous precedents in Common Law 

's Bench, Exchequer, and Common Pleas Divisions) 
eral additions have been made (see pages 191 and 

%). The forms of affidavits of inorease are , 
md will, doubtless, prove useful. The costs in 
@aveyancing matters are complete and well. 
Wranged, including, not only the ordinary prece- 
dents of bills, but tho Law Society's scale of commis- 

The precedents in bankruptoy, to which a 
Sonsiderable space is allotted, remain the same as in the 





last edition. There is a collection of precedents in 
divorce, and several new precedents are given in 
non-contentious probate business (pp. 344— 346). 
The introduction of a set of precedents in con- 
teniious probate business and in lunacy adds te 
the value of this edition. The book contains a few 
Crown Office and arbitration precedents, also precedents 
in the Mayor’s Court and county courts, but nothing has 
been added to these beyond the scale of costs in the 
Mayor’s Court already mentioned, and a few precedents 
of bills on appeal from the county court. The 
value of any future edition would be greatly in- 
creased by the addition of a digest of decisions 
relating to costs—or, at any rate, a list of cases might 
be added, with short notes stating their effect. 





General Correspanvdence. 


THE HIGH COURT AND THE COUNTY 
COURTS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The state of the cause list for Middlesex proves 
the general partiality for ordinary writs over county 
court summonses, but as this involves much expensive 
delay for important causes, I venture once more to draw 
attention to the cause—the exorbitant fees exacted from 
the county court suitor in the vain attempt to make 
these courts pay their expenses. 

Tam, of course, aware that the court fees do not pre- 
vent sending causes up to £50 for trial in the county 
courts, but they clearly do prevent commencing such 
actions in the local courts. Many of the public, doubt- 
less, fancy solicitors issue writs for larger costs—this is 
not so. A default summons served by the solicitor pays 
better than a writ, but a fee of 22s. is charged instead 
of 5s. 

Having written for ten years urging the reduction of 
these absurd court fees, which remain even after their 
condemnation by the Judicature Commission, I now only 
suggest a mode of increasing their amounts in the aggre- 
gate by forcing the trial of all matters of dispute under 
$50 into these courts, under the Act of 1856, by requir= 
ing an order at chambers for trial as in the Divorce 
Court, and such cases, in the absence of special cause to 
the contrary, should, I think, be sent to the county court 
convenient to the plaintiff. 

Out of the 800 causes in the Middlesex list, 100, at 
least might be so sent to the benefit and convenience of 
all parties. 

To save valuable time at chambers I also suggest re- 
quiring all judgment summonses under £50 to be taken 
out in the county courts, as, in fact, was intended by 
the Debtors’ Act, 1869. G. Maniax WrTHERFIRLD. 

2, Gresham-buildings, Nov. 7. 





Communications from merchants and manufacturers re- 
garding piracies of British trade-marks and difficalties ia 
convection with registration abroad should be immediately 
addressed to the bo of the Trade-Marks 
Committee, 3, Castle-street, Holborn, with a view to their 
being embodied in the representations in course of prepara- 
tion, to be submitted to the Foreign Office for communica- 
tion to the Governments concerned. 


On Saturday afternoon, after a long and excited disous- 
sion, the Carnarvonshire county magistrates, sitting at 
quarter sessions, passed a resolution asking for an iaquiry 
by the Lord Chancellor into charges of political j 
and disgraceful condact made by Lord Newboroagh, the 
late chairman of the court, againat a certain section of the 
county magistrates who voted in favour of the recent ap- 
peintment of a county treasurer. 
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2. Scwoot For Soxicrrors’ Sons.—Lord Weymouth’s 
Grammar School, Warminster, Wilts, would, I think, 
meet “An Old Subscriber's” requirements. He could, 
however, judge for himeelf (particularly as to fees, &c.) by 
eommunicating with the Head Master, Dr. Alcock. 

Nov. 5. An Otp Bor. 








Cases of the Geek. 


Arriicatron For New Trist—AcrTion ATTACHED To 
Cuancery Division—OrpDER sTATING Reason WHY ACTION 
SHOULD NOT BE TRIED IN CHANCERY Diviston—Obzp. 39, B, 1 
(Decemser, 1876); Orv. 36, x. 294,—The question in what 
mode an application for a new trial ought tobe made, where 
an action attached to the Chancery Division has been tried 
at the London or Middlesex sittings of one of the common 
law divisions by a judge with a jury, was raised before the 
Court of Appeal, on the 7th inst., in a case of Hunt v. The 
City of London Real Property Company. The action was 
atiached to Vice-Chancellor Hall. The plaintiff gave 
notice of trial before a judge with a jury, and the action 
was then, in accordance with the rule laid downin Warner 
v. Murdoch (25 W. R. 207, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 750), set down 
im the general list of actions for trial at the Middlesex 
sittings, and was tried before Field, J., at Westminster 
& verdict was found for the plaintiff, but judgment was 
not then given. The defendants applied ez parte to a divi- 
sioval court (Kelly, C.B., and Field, J.) for an order nisi 
for a new trial, on the ground of misdirection and that the 
verdict was against the weight of evidence. The 


required that it should be made to the judge who 
had tried the action, and not to a divisional court 
(vide L.R. 2Q. B. D. 605). The defendants renewed their <3 
plication in the Court of Appeal. The question turned mainly 
b pe the effect of the change which has been made in r. 1 
ord. 39 since it was first enacted. As that rule originally 
stood, it provided that ‘‘a desirous of obtaining a new 
trial of any cause tried in the Queen’s Bench, Common 
Pleas, or Exchequer Division, on which a verdict has been 
found by a jury, or by a judge without a jury, must appl 
fer the same to a divisional court.” In December, 1876, thie 
vale was abrogated, and a new r. 1 substituted for it, which 
provides that ‘‘ Where, in any action in the Queen’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, or Exchequer Division, there has been a 
trial by a jury, sny application for a new trial shall be to a 
divisional court. And where the trial has been by a judge 
without a jary the application for a new trial shall be tot C) 
Court of -” The view of the divisional court appears 
to bave been that this rule, or, at any rate, the first part of 
it, applies only to actions in, i.¢., attached to, one of the 
ivisions, and, consequently, that if does not 
ply to en action attached to the Chancery Division, but 
ich is tried before a jadge of one of the common lew 
divisions. The Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.K., and Baggallay 
and Thesiger, L.JJ.) said that the object of the new rule 
was only to make a distinction between the mode of apply- 
ing for & new trial in the two cases of trial with py 
snd trial without a jary. The change in the language in 
Gther respects was unlucky, bat 
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Anstoers to Queries. cage) very des action in the Chancery Division epg 


tion for e new trial “‘ may still be made to the judge of the 
Chaneery Division before whom the action is set down.” 
The decision in Hunt v. The City of London Real 
Company in effect overrules that dictum. The Vourt 
Appeal, however, took occasion, in the course of the argy- 
ment of Hunt v. The City of London Real Property 

to express their concurrence in an observation made 
Bramwell, L.J., in Warner v. Murdoch. Oor readers 
remember that the r. 29a of ord. 36 (made in 
1876) prescribes that ‘‘ Where, in any action in the Chan. 
cery Division, the action, or any question at issue in the 
action, is ordered to be tried before any commissioner or 
commissioners of assize, or at the London or Mi 
sittings of any division other than the Chancery Division, 
the order directing such trial shall state on its face the 
reason for which it is expedient that the action, — 
or issue should be so tried, and should not 

in the Chancery Division,” and Bramwell, L.J,, 
that this rule ‘‘ only applies to a case where an order hag 
been made, and not to an action which goes, so to 

of its own accord to ke tried before commissioners, or 
the assizes, or in London or Middlesex.” This is of prac 
tical importance, as is shown by what happened in Hunty, 
The City of London Real Property Company. When the 
action was called on for trial before Cockburn, O.J., 
lordship at first refased to try it, on the ground that it 
had been transferred from the Chancery Division to the 
Queen’s Bench Division without his consent as i 

of that division. To obviate this difficulty, an order under 
r. 29a of ord. 36 was then obtained from Hall, V.C., 
stated, as the reason why the action should not be tried in 
the Chancery Division, that it was a proper case to be tried 
with a jury, and that the Vice-Chancellor had no power te 
summon one. Cockbarn, C.J., still refused to try the 
action, expressing his opinion that the reason assigned in 
the Vice-Chancellor’s order was insufficient, and that the 
Vice-Chancellor had ample power to summon a jury. Upon 
further consideration, however, Cockburn, C.J., said 

out of respect to the Vice-Chancellor, he would try the 
case, but under protest. The Court of Appeal expressed 
& unanimous opinion that no order of the Vice-Chancellor 
under r, 29:, of ord. 36 was required. The trial, as we 
have already caid, ultimately took place before Field, J, 
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PLEADINGe=PRoLixitry—Costs—Orp. 19, x, 4—In a cage 
of Bunting v. Foster, heard on the 8th inst. before the 
Master of the Rolls, a question arose as +o the lengthy 
nature of the pleadings in the action. It was an action for 
specific performance, and in the statement of claim some 
letters were partially set out and commented on. In the 
statement of defence it was alleged that the letters were 
incorrectly stated, and that the inferences drawn therefrom 
were also wroog. The letters themselves were set out in 
full with explanatory comments, taking oP, in the whole, 
six sheets of print. The Master of the Rolls stated that 
he had for some time intended to put a stop to the system 
of prolix pleading, which had now to such an extent 
a6 to be almost worse than the old practice. The defendant 
might have stated that he did not deny or admit all the 
statements in the claim. If a letter was incorrectly sé 
ont such a letter could be denied, and if correct admitted, 
other letters had between the parties, whids 
edified the effect of those set out in the statementd 
lai fact might be so stated in the defence witheat 
the letters at all. He was of opinion that the 

had been set out in defiance of the rules, and sake 
had intimated before the Long Vacation, be should 
for the future visit prolix pleading with coats. 


FES 
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APPLICATION TO neGIeTER T'RADE-MARK—MopE 
HEARING OnsnoTI0 “~P nactice.—A motion wasmade onthe 
9th inst, for directions as to how an objection to the ; 
tion of a trade-mark; must be heard. The r 80 
Claimed to register a trade-mark to which the 

. Tho Master of the Rolls stated that his practice 
was to hear the pplication to register on sum 
therefore, that the applicant and respondent must 
crows summonses for the purpos*, to come on and be 
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|) Serrmne AsIpE SALE oF Lanp—F raup—MiIsREPResENTA- 
j PYHOLD SOLD AND CONVEYED As FREEHOLD. 
On the 5th inst., ina case of Hart v. Swaine, Fry, J., set 
ide a sale of land, on the ground, that the vendor had 
> to the purchaser that the land was freehold, 
= |: really copybold. The fact that it was copyhold 
qas not discovered by the purchaser until after he had 
his purchase-money and the vendor had executed a 
ce of the land to him as freehold. The evidence 
thowed that the vendor had made the representation bond 
fa, believing it to be true, though he might, if he had 
wade proper inquiries, have discovered that it was not 
feue. But, notwithstanding the dona fides of the represen- 
dation, and the fact that the purchase had been completed 
‘by conveyance, Fry, J., upon the authority of Edwards v. 
(Cooper, 308, 2 Swan. 287), Rawlins v. Wickham 
BDeG. & J. 804), and Evans v. Edmonds (13 C. B. 777), 
that the transaction must be set aside, And he ordered 
to be set aside accordingly, and the purchase-money 
be repaid, with interest, the purchaser accounting for 
rents and profits of the land received by him daring 
possession of it. His lordship also declared the con- 
7... to the purchaser inoperative, and directed that 
registrar should indorse on the deed a memorandum of 
die judgment, and that it and the other documents of 
ditle in the purchaser’s possession should then be delivered 
“@the vendor. And it was also ordered, following the 
decree in Edwards v. McLeay, that the vendor should pay 
dhe expenses incurred by the purchaser in consequence of 
dhe purchase 








Haucieties, 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


_ At the usual weekly meeting of this society, held at the 

Institution, on Tuesday evening last, Mr. A. M. Elliss, 

B., in the chair, the question appointed for discussion 

qes—“ In tho case of a duty imposed by statute, has any 

individual who is injured by the non-performance of 

duty right of action?” Mr. A.J. hley opened the 

te supporting the affirmative, and Mr. E. G. Spiers re- 

; the question was finally decided in the negative by 
casting-vote of the chairman. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


_ The society met as usual on Wednesday evening, at the 
@ement’s-inn Hall, Mr. W. Dowsonin the chair. Mr. 8. 
Ward was elected Secretary of the Legal Correspondence 
t and Mr. §. Saw, janior, Hon. Reporter. 
to the extent of the formal business the subject 
ted for discussion, viz., ‘‘ That a court of appeal for 
cases should be established ” was not reached, and 

@eod adjourned until the 20th inst, 


1 oneanemeeel 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS SOCIETY. 
On Tuesday evening, October 30, Mr. N. Nathan, barris- 
fe-at-law, delivered to the students of the above society a 
re on the law relating to theft and cognate offences. 
was a attendance, and the learned lecturer was 
‘Yury attentively listened to. On Tuesday last an ordinary 


b wy was held, but there was so much special 
the debate on the moot point had to be adjourned. 


LEEDS LAW STUDENTS SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this age 4 was held on Monday last, the 
Bh inst, at which Mr. Marshall presided. The subject 
feedebate was “Is the procedure under the Judicature 
dota a completo improvement upon that under the Common 
, Act?" Mr. Armatrong opened it in the 
ve and Mr. Austin in the negative. A long and 
Hemet Sy sel phd uh renee Stes Ta 
a out various ts in the Aots 
Which needed amendment. A vote of thanks to the obair- 
@an concluded the meeting. 





Appointments, Ete. 


Sir Epuvxp Becxert, Bart., LL.D., @.C., has been 
appointed by the Archbishop of York to the office of Chan- 
cellor of the Consistory Court of York, in succession to Mr. 
Granville Harcourt Vernon, resigned. Sir E. Beckett is the 
eldest son of the late Sir Edmund Beckett. He was born ir 
1816, and succeeded his father in the baronetcy in 1874 
He was formerly scholar of Trinity College, Cambridge, 
where he graduated as a r in 1838, and he subse- 
quently proceeded to the degree of LL.D. He was called 
to the bar at Linsola’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1841, and 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1855, and he practises at the 
parliamentary bar. Sir E. Beckett is a magistrate for 
Hertfordshire and the West Riding of Yorkshire, and a 
bencher of Lincoln’s-ion. He is the author of a life of his 
father-in-law, Bishop Lonsdale, and also of “ Lectures on 
Church Building,” “A Book on Building,” and “ Astronomy 
without Mathematics.* 


The Right Hon. Gzorgz Sctarer Boots, barrister, M.P., 
has been appointed by her Majesty to be Official Verderer of 
the New Forest. Mr. Sclater Booth is the eldest son of Mr. 
William Lutley Sclater, of Hoddington House, Hampshire. 
He was born in 1826, and assumed the additional name of 
Booth by Royal licence in 1857. He was educated af 
Winchester, and at Balliol College, Oxford, where he 
gradnated second class in classics in 1848, and he was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1851. He has been M.P. for North Hampshire in the 
Conservative interest since 1857, and he was Secretary to 
the Poor Law Board from March, 1867, till February, 1868, 
and Financial Secretary to the Treasury from February to 
December, 1868. On the formation of the present Govern- 
ment Mr. Sclater Booth became President of the Local 
———— Board, and was sworn a member of the Privy 


Mr. Justice Frecp and Mr. Justice Luvoter have been 
—— Judges fcr the Trial of Election Petitions during 
the ensuing year. 

Mr.Joun Campen Hayward, solicitor (of the firm of Hay- 
wards, Keele, & Swann), of 5, Frederick’s-place, and Dartford, 
has be2n appointed Assistant Cieck to the Dartford Board of 
Guardians. Mr. Ha is the son of Mr. John Hayward, 
clerk to the Dartford Board of Guardians and Highwa 
Board, registrar of the Dartford County Court, paw 
to the county magistrates, and he was admitted a soliciter 
in 1865. 

Mr. Ricwanp Nicnotas Howanp, solicitor, of Wey- 
mouth and Portland, has ben appointed Vice-Consal at 
Weymouth to the King of the Belgians. Mr. Howard was 
admitted a solicitor ia 1855, and is also Vice-Consal for the 
Ottoman Empire, coroner for the Island of Portland, clerk 
to the Portlaad Local Board, and solicitor aad secretary to 
the Weymouth Licensed Victuallers’ Association. 

Mr. Watrer Krxe, solicitor, of Teaterden, has been 
elected Vestry Clerk of the Parish of Tenterden, ia succes- 
sion to Mr. Joha Scratten, resigned. 

Mr, Jonny Mouesworts Maceseasox, burister, of Cal- 

pointed Assistant Secretary to the 
Legislative Council of India. Mr. Macpherson was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple ia Michaelmas Term, 1856, 

Mr. Jonx Trornattt Montann, solicitor, of Abi 
has been appointed by the Earl of Abingdon, Lord Liea- 
tenant of shire, to the office of Clerk of the Peace for 
that county, in the place of his father, Mr _— 
Morland, who has igaed. Mr. J. T. M was 
educated at Harrow, at Trinity College, Cambri 
where he gradeated B.A. in 1860. He was i 
solicitor im 1862, and was mayor of the 
Abingdon two years ago. 

Mr, Witttam Price Precann, solicitor, of 


his eon, Mr. John Heary Biddulph Pi 
Mr. Twomas Davis Beansy Rawr, 
Wimborne and Bournemouth, has deen appei 


fal Chek 
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the Governors of the Wimborne Grammar School. Mr. 
Rawlins was admitted a solicitor in 1874, and is in partner- 
ship with his father, Mr. Thomas Rawlins, who is registrar 
of the Wimborne County Court and clerk to the county 
magistrates and the commissioners of taxes. 

Mr. Jamzs Rosrnson, Q.C., has been appointed third 
Serjeant-at-Law in Ireland, in succession to the late Right 
Hon. Sir Colman Michael! O’Loghlen. Mr. Robinson was 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin, where he graduated 


M.A. in 1847, and he was called to the bar at Dublin in~ 


1836, and became a Queen’s Counsel in 1852, and a bencher 
of the King’s-inn in 1870. He has been chairman of quarter 
sessions for the county of Cavan since 1869. 


Mr. Pxitip Cutcuetey Hype Snow, barrister, has been 
appointed a Magistrate of the third class for the Bengal 
Presidency. Mr. Snow was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Hilary Term, 1876. 


Mr. Wittiam Knox Wicram, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed a Magistrate for the county of Middlesex and the 
city of Westminster. Mr. Wigram is the son of the late 
Mr. Octavius Wigram, and a nephew of the late Vice- 
Chancellor Wigram. He was born in 1836, and was 
educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, and he was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s.inn in Michaelmas Term, 1852. Mr. 
Wigram has practised in the Court of Chancery, and has 
edited ‘‘ Wigram on the Interpretation of Wills.” 





Obituary 


MR. JAMES SAMUEL POPE. 


Mr. James Samuel Pope, solicitor, of Co!chester, died on 
the 29th ult., after a short iness. Mr. Pope was born in 
1826, and s rved his articles with the late Mr. Felix Fran- 
cis, of Colchester, to whom he was for several years manag- 
ing clerk. On Mr. Francis’s death, about six years ago, his 
practice devolved upon Mr. Pope, who also succeeded him in 
the cffice of clerk to the Commissioners of Land, Income, 
Property, aud Assessed Taxes for the Division of Colchester. 
The deceased had a gcod practice, end was steward to the 
manors of Bentley, Layer Breton, and West Mersea. He 
was also solicitor to the Tollesbury and Mersea Oyster Com- 
pany, in which capacity he was recently engaged in a pro- 
tracted inquiry before one of the inspectors of the Board of 
Trade. While so engaged he caught cold, and brought on 
an illness which proved fatal. Mr. Pope was an active 

litician on the Liberal side. He was buried at the 

Jolehester Cemetery on the 2nd inst. 





MR. WILLIAM AUGUSTUS CLARK. 


Mr. William Augustus Clark, barrister, died at Kings- 
te-on-Sea, on the 13th ult., after a long illness. Mr. 
rk was born in 1825, and (having been a pupil in the 
chambers of Mr. Thomas Chitty) he was called to the bar 
at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1848. He 
joined the Home Circuit and the Essex and Hertfordshire 
Sessions, but a few yeare later he became an equity drafts- 
man and conveyancer. He, however, continued to attend 
cirenit and sessions, and had a considerable criminal business 


in Hi rtfordsbire. He had also a fair conveyancing business, | 


and had been engaged in several important Scotch appeals, 
including the well-known Yelverton case. Mr. Clark had 
for some time suffered from a painful interval complaint, 
but attended to business as long as he was able todoso. At 
the St. Alban’s October Quarter Sessions the chairman (Mr. 
Robert Pryor) spoke of the deep regret which the i 

trates of the division felt upon Mr. Clark's death, oot al 
the ar i and assistance which they had always received 


The Irish judges, says the Dublin correspondent of the 
Times, are will poten oA in revising the rules under the 
Judicature end County Courts Acts, which they are doi 
very carefully, and, profiting by the experience of their 
brethren in England, they will endeavour to avoid the 
hit hes which have there occurred, and establish a uniform 
nd cortain practice. 





a 
—— 


Zeqal News. Y 


The House of Lords sat on Tuesday morning to hear ap. 
peals. The list of cases set down for hearing contains fourteen, 
causes, of which seven are from the English Court of Ap- 
peal, four are from Scotland, and three are from Ireland, 
It is understood, says the Times, that their lordships wilt 
sit for about a month on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays in each week. 


It is stated that the German Chancellor has proposed to, 
tke Federal Council the establishment of twelve maritime 
courts for inquiry into accidents at sea, to sit respectively 
at Kénigsberg, Danzig, Stettin, Stralsund, Rostock, Libeck, 
Flensburg, Tonning, Hamburg, Bremerhaven, Brake, and 
Emden. Each of these courts will have jurisdiction over 
@ certain defined portion of the German coast. 


It is stated that the Post-office is about toadopt a system 
of giving certificates of posting in the case of ordi 
letters, newspapers, or book packets, without their being 
registered or subjected to any special treatment, at a 


charge of one halfpenny in addition to postage. The - 


necessary forms of certificate will be sold at all post. 
offices. 


The grand jury at the Manchester Assizes on Wedn 
made a presentment to Mr. Justice Lush to the effect that, 
their attention baving been drawn to the comparatively 
simple character of numerous cases of burglary and other 
charges sent for trial, they deemed it desirable to repre. 
sent to his lordship the importance of making such an 
early change in the law as would enable the comwitting 
magistrate to have the option of sending such cases to 
quarter sessions. His lordship, in reply, said that it had 
long been a subject upon which the jadges were 
that an‘extension of the jurisdiction of the courts of quarter 
sessions should be made. The present was an opportune 
occasion for the presentment. The judges thought that 
ordinary cases of burglary, &c., might be well embraced 
within the jurisdiction of the courts of quarter sessions. 


In the Queen’s Bench Division, on Tuesday, says the Times 
reporter, a person asked to be allowed to make an applica. 
tion, which, after some trouble from his confused and 
unintelligible statement, appeared to be for a mandamus to 
compel the stipendiary magistrate at Leeds to hear am 
application by him for summonses against certain persons 
for conspiring to defraud him. The Lord Chief Justice, 
however, said there was a rule of this court—a very reason- 
able and salutory one—precluding applications for writs of 
mandamus except when made by counsel. The object of the 
rule was to protect the parties from being harassed by such 
applications made upon grounds which might turn out to 
be insufficient or frivolous, thus putting them to pe 
expence and vexation, and also to prevent the time of the 
coart—which was the time of the suitor—from being w 
by such groundless applications. The court, therefore, 
could not hear the applicant. The applicant declared he 
had spent a great deal of money in litigation, but the Lord 
Chief Justice observed that this sometimes happened 
through men having false and unfounded notions of their 
rights, but the court could not on that account dispense 
with their rule. 


On Wednesday the Lord Chief Justice announced that 
for the next three days, and until further anaouncement, 
the Queen's Bench Division would be obliged to suspend its 
sittings in Bane for the purpore of trialsat NisitPrius, “2 
am sensible,” said the Lord Chief Justice, ‘‘ of the incon 
venience of shutting up a divisional court for however short 
a time, but the arrears of business in this court being much 
less than the arrears of causes at Nisi Prius, we have 
thought that, as the lesser of two evils, while two of the 
judges of this division are absent on the assizes (an absence 
which, though beneficial where they are sitting, is pre 
judicial to the administration of justice here)—so long # 
they are absent we think that we had better make this at 
rangement, which has been made in concert with the judges 





of the other two common law divisions. There will be® 
divisional court say de take yeyenes business until the 
absent judges come back. It is to be regretted that we 
should bave to give up two divisional courts, keoping only 
one for the more pressing businers ; but we feel that, a8 
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The defendant wasatenant from year to year to the plain- 


tothe mere fact of a yearly tenant ceasing to have any 


Hort vy. Windsor, 12 M. & W. 68, Sutton v. Temple, Ibid. 


—— 


" fpere are such great arrears of Nisi Prius business, this is 


fhe lesser of two evils. For the next three days, therefore, 
until further aunouncement, there will be no further 
Sone here, aud there will be sittings only at Nisi Prius.” 








County Courts. 


PONTEFRACT. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Tinpau ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Oct. 11.—Smith and Sutton v. Hampson. 
Rent—Eviction. 
His Honoor, in delivering judgment, said :—This action 
js brought to recover the sum of £10 claimed for rent, the 
amount of which, ifthe defendantis liable in law, is admitted. 


tiffs’ mortgagor, the rent being payable quarterly. Before the 
last quarter’s rent became due the defendant was served with 
g notice by the local board of health of the district, under 
the provisions of the 97th section of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, prohibiting him from remaining on the 
ises, on the ground that a nuisance existed which 
made the house unfit for human habitation. It does 
not appear that the nuisance complained of was caused 
any act of the defendant’s, and it must be taken 
tohave been caused by the omission, after notice to the 
intiffs, to put the premises into the sanitary condition 
uired by the local board. Upon this statement of facts 

itis contended by the defendant’s advocate that the eviction 
of the defendant by the local board isin law an eviction by 
the plaintiffs, and is an answer to the action. With regard 


beneficial occupation of the demised premises by reason of 
want of repair, or a nuisance arising therefrom, being an 
answer to a claim for rent, all the cases which formerly de- 
cided that it constituted a good defence are cverruled by 


$2, and Surplice v. Farnsworth, 7 M. & G. 584; and it is 
now settled law that there is no implied warranty or en- 
gagement on the part of the lessor that the house is at the 
time of the taking, or at the commencement of the term, in 
a fit and proper state for habitation, and that, even if such a 
warranty or engagement could be implied, the breach would 
not give the tenant a right to abandon bis lease and vacate the 
pagan and refuse topay rent ; but that his remedy would 
by a cross action to recover compensation for the damage 
he may have sustained by the breach of the engagement. 
Tf, however, the tenant loses the benefit of the enjoyment 
of all or any portion of the demisei premises by the act of 
the landlord, rent is thereby suspended. The authorities 
m the effect of an eviction of the tenant are to be found 
ted in the notes to Salmon v. Smith,1 Williams 
Saunders, 208, in which the learned writer observes that 
h the word eviction was formerly used to denote an 
ion by the assertion of a title paramount or by 
Process of law, it is now well settled that that sort of 
éviction is not necessary to constitute a suspension of the 
Tent, because it is established that, if the tenant loses the 
benefit of any portion of the demised premises by the act 
of the landlord, the whole rent is thereby suspended, for 
Which is cited Upton v. Townend, 17 C. B. 30, In all cases 
the question of eviction or no eviction depends upon the 
circumstances, and must be decided by the jury. In the 
Present case the premises which the defendant occupied 
under the plaintiffs had, for want of repairs, which it was 
the duty of the plaintifls to perform, become dangerous to 
the public health, and unfitted for human habitation ; and 
the local board, under their statutory powers, evicted 
tenant in order to effect the necessary repairs, I am 
inclined to think, and shall in fact decide, that this is an 
eviction for which the plaintiffs are ay yn the local 
board having been put by the statute, for the purpose of 
the required repairs, in the place of the plaintiifs (the 
ords), and that their (the local board’s) act, in evict- 
ing the defendant, became, constructively, the act of the 
tiffs. The case of Wainwright v. Ramsden, 6M. & W. 
seems to me, in pnaie’s to support this view. It 
Was held there that if the tenant is lawfully evicted by 
Srailway company under the powers of its Ac’, the tenant 
la discharged from the accruing rent. The present case is 





by no means free from difficulty; but having arrived at the 





conclusion that the plaintiffs’ neglect of a duty‘they were 
by law called upon to perform caused the defendant to be 
evicted, I hold that the rent was suspended and the plaintiffs 
cannot recover. 

There must, therefore, be a nonsuit, but, as the plaintiffs’ 
advocate is desirous on the part of his cliests, and I am 
willing to grant a case for appeal, to have the facts more 
fully gone into, the nonsuit may be entered with leave, 

Solicitor for the plaintiffs, Kaderry, Pontefract. 

Solicitor for the defendant, Hail, Wakefield. 





Zaw Students’ Saournal. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


MicHaELMas Examination, 1877. 

GENERAL Examination of Stupents of the Inns of Court 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall on the 22nd, 23rd, 24th, and 
25th of October, 1877. 

The Council ot Legal Education have awarded to the fol- 
lowing students certificates that they have satisfactorily 
passed a public examination :—James Barrett, Arthur Mon- 
tague Bernard, Henry Howard Massy Bindop, William 
Henry Bolton, Arthur George Barney, Arthur Reginald 
Butterworth, Arthur McKenzie Cardwell, Francis Alvey 
Rhodes Darwin, George Alexander Dharmeratne, John 
Willoughby Francis Damergue, Jonathan Formby, Fraucis 
John Greenwell, Archibald Buchan Hepburn, Thomas 
Lowton Layton Jenkins, Ernest Philip Alphonso Law, 
Augustus Henry Frazer Lefroy, William Grey Ellison 
Macartney, William Dixon McConkey, Edward Carrie 
Morrieson, Joseph Armand Patron, Evelyn William Rash- 
leigh, Warren Hastings Sands, John Greenwood Shipman, 
William Walter Smith, Charles George Henry Teniswood, 
George Carslake Thompson, Hon. Hamiiton James Tolle- 
mache, James Creswell Wall, Percy Cotterill Wheeler, 
John Whitmore, John Lowrie Whittle, and Charles Francis 
Wright, of the Inner Temple; Samuel Bennett, John 
Morrison Davidson, Henry Edward Garner, Joel Langley, 
Thomas Macdonald, Thomas Archibald F. Maitland, 
Frederick Andrew Medwin, John Mews, Charles Herbert 
Mounsey, F'rank Peabody, John Ormerod Pilkingtov, Arthur 
Charles Joseph Powell, Raymond Louis Roumieu, Henry 
Ambrose Scrivener, Tucker Fulton Squarey, and George 
Alexander Vennell, of the Middle Temple ; and Ceoil Scott 
Arkcoll, Charles Stuart Bayley, Valentine Somers Browne, 
Arthur Dryden, Lancelot Feilding Everest, Matthew George 
Farrer, William Woodhouse Fisher, John Scott Fox, Fentham 
Hedges, Hugh McNab Hamphry, Stephen Lynch, William 
Hubert Manning, George Henry Mellor, Edward Alexander 
Miller, Victor Alexander Lionel Dawson Parnell, Frederiok 
William Pernefather, Robert William Spottiswoode Pinhey, - 
James Head Staples, Edmund Strode, and Thomas William 
Hooper Tolbort, of Lincoln’s-inn, Esqs. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law only :—Lewis Robert Abbey- Williams, Henry 
Whitworth Andrew, William Amyas Bailward, Augustus 
Beddall, Henry William Thomas Bowyear, Herbert Bradley, 
James Wyld Brown, Charles Frederick Bradenell-Brace, 
Edmund Frazer Buckley, James Lawrence Carew, Charles 
Peter Casperaz, James William Clark, Edward Woodfield 
Collin, Edward Knowles Corrie, Walter Charles Dare, 
Dolatray Surbhai Desai, Albert Curtis Dalcken, William 
Wilson Drew, Lister Maurice Drummond, George William 
Duncan, Jonathan Dunn, Charles Josiah Etherington, 
Henry Stackhouse Luther Fry, Evelyn Gray, Philip James 
Hamilton, George Lloyd Foster Harter, John D’ 
Hartley, Frederick Gaze Heygate, Thomas Almond 
Arthar Antwis Hopkins, Edward Russell James Howe, 
Arthur Robert Ingper, Francis Amboor Keating, Mark 
Knowles, Nicholas John Littleton, Robert Henry Manners- 
Sutton, Edward Henry Marshall, Thomas William Maude, 
William Nethersole, James Ramsay Parsons, Walter 
Thompson Cecil Ernest Pigott, Fitzpatrick William 
Balkley Praed, Charles Edmund Robinson, William Edgar 
Saunders, Henry Charles Seddon, Charles Danoombe 
Shafto, Robert erick Wittingham Shawe, Herbert 
Marbore Shelverton, Balasundram Shreenivassa, Wil- 
liam Rose Smith, Aubrey John Spencer, Frederick » 
Thomas Terrell, Herbert Thompson, Henry De Vere Vane, 
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Henry George Watts, Edmund - Ji Wi Willi 


Withers, and George Wood, Esqs, 
By order of the Council, 


(Signed) 8S. H. Wapore, 


‘Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, Nov. 1, 1877. 





Cuurt Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDIC ATURE. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTEN DANCE ON 


Co Maste 
Date. fount or MASTER OPTER y.c. warrxs, 
Monday, Nov. 12Mr. Holdship Mr. Ward Mr. Milne 
Tuesday ...... 13 Teesdale Pemberton Merivale 
Wednesday.... 14 Holdship Ward Milne 
Thursday .... 15 Teesdale Pemberton Merivale 
Friday ...... 16 Holdship Ward Milne 
Saturday ....17 Teesdale Pemberton Merivale 
V.C.Bacow. V.C.Harn, = Mt Justice 
Monday, Nov. 12Mr. Koe Mr. King Mr. Latham 
Tuesday ...... 13 | Clowes Farrer Leach 
Wednesday.... 14 Koe King Latham 
Thursday .... 15 Clowes Farrer Leach 
Friday ......16 Kee: i Latham 
Saturday...... 17 Clowes Farrer Leach 


Micratiuas Sirtincs For DecemBer, 1877.* 
COURT OF APPEAL, 


At Lincoln’s-inn and Westminster. 
fat. Dec. .. a} 
Monday .... Appeals. 
‘Tuesday .... 4 


yy eget oe 
apps. from orders 
Wednesday 12 { made on interioc- 





Thrady ....20 
Friday ....21.. Appeals. 


Thursday 13 Bkey. apps. & othr 
— cocel4 

turday ..15 
Monday “i am 
Tuesdy....18 


App.motns.ex pte, 
ordra 


other apps. 
Bkey. apps. &othr 
apps 


4.B,—Lunacy Petitions wiil be taken Sati 
dittiage. every Saturday during the 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
engaged in a Court of Appeal 
Guan and actions in which wit- 
examined 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
At the Rolls House. 

Pets. eht. causes, 

Bat., Dec. .. 14 adj. sums., and 


i? me A 
Monday .... 3 gen. pa. 
Tuesday.... 4 


‘Wednesday. 5} Genera Paper. 

Thursday .. 6 

Priday .... 7..Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Pets., sht causes, 

Sasturday .. §¢ Adj. sums. & gen, 
pa. 

Monday ....10 ~ aegecpaacana 

mee aide 

ements General paper. 

Thursdy..--13 

Friday ....14..Motns. & gen. pa. 
Petos., sht. caus. 

Saterday ..154 adj. somns., and 
<p 

Monday ....37 pa. 

‘Tocady ....18 

Wednesiay..19 > General paper. 


Torsty......20 
Pridsy .... 21..Motns. & gen, pa, 


4.B.—The days, if any, on which 
the Master of the Boils shall be 





Wednesdays, and 
, and causes 
tions witnesses will be 





* The sittings for November 


Sorerrons’ Jovuwar. 


were 


be left in court with the 
judge’s officer the day before 
the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 


V. C. Sm RICHARD MALINS. 
At Lincoln’s-inn. 


Bat, Deo, .. 1 f Atl sums. & gen 


Monday.... 3 

Tuesday .. 47 General paper. 

Wednesday. 5 

Thursday .. ey & gen. — 
ort. causes, pe ts, 

Friday soe 7{ Seen pe 3 

Geturday .. 8 - sums. & gon. 

Monday....10 

Tuesday....11 7 General paper 

Wedn 12 


Thurad.....13..Motns & gen pa. 
Friday ....14 a pets. 
Adj sums. & gen. 
Saturday ..15 i -sums, 
Monday....17 
Tuesdy ....18 ¢ General paper. 
‘Wednesday 19 
Thursd ....20.. age & gen. pa. 
t. causes, pets. 
Friday ....21 & gen pa. . 
Any cause intended to be heard as 
a Short Cause must be so 
marked in the Cause Book at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to 
be so heard, and the necessary 
papers must be left in court with 
the judge’s officer the day before 
the cause is to ba put into the 
paper. 


V. C. Sm JAMES BACON, 
At Lincoln’s-inn. 
Sat., Dee... 1 oe a caus.& 
Mondsy .. 3..In Bankruptcy. 
Wweimestay 3} General paper. 
Thurd .... 6 ya sums. 


& gen. pa. 
Friday.... 7..General paper. 


Saturday.. 8 Petns.,. sht. caus. 


& gen pa. 
Monday... me -In Bankruptcy. 
Wedneaday.12 } General paper. 


Motns., adj. sms. 
Thurs, ....13 & gen. pa. 


Friday e+e 14, General paper. 
Saturday oot { Dee a om 
Manteg »ae8t Bankruptey. 
Tuesday....18 

Wednesday 19} General paper. 
Motns., adj. sums. 


Thurs.....++ & gen. pa. 
etns. sht. caus. 
Friday -...21 & gen. pa. 


Further Considerations will be 
taken as part of the Genera! 
Paper in priority to Original 


Bary pal must be ; 
sourt with the indge’e eae 
the day before the cause is to 
be put into the paper, 


V.C, Sm CHARLES HALL, 
At Lincoln’s -inn, 


Sht. caus, 

Sat., Dec... 1 adj, 
sums. & gen. pa. 

Monday.... it 


? 
Tuesday.... 4, General q 
Wednesday, ; j _ ~_ 

Thursday .. 6..Motns. & gen, 

Friday .... 5 (si a oa 
Saturday .., 8 reed — adj. 
Monday ..10 


Tuesdy..... 11 > General paper. 
ee io ® 

Thurs, ....13,..Mtus. & gen, 
Friday ....14..Petns, & Pa 
Saturday ..15 pee & pad 
Monday....17 

Tuesday ..18> General paper 
Wedsdy....19 

Thrsdy ....20..Motns, & gen pa, 


Pets., Sht. causeg, 
Friday ....21 fas sums. & gem, 
pa. 


so marked in the cause book 
least one clear day before the 
same can be putinthe paper te 
be 80 and the neces 
sary papers must be left in 
court with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is te 
be put into the paper. 


Me. Justice FRY. 
At Lincoln's-ina. 


Sat., Dec. «» 1..General paper. 
Monday.... 3 
Zeeeeetiones 4 
Wednesday.. ¥ 
Thursday .. 6/7 2s vee 
Friday .... 7 
Satu day .. 8 
Monday ....10 
Fe ag 
Wednesday... 7 
Thursday «13, General paper 
Friday ....14 
Satorday ..15 
Monday ....17 
Tuesday ...18 
Wednesday..19 > General paper. 
Thursday ..20 
Friday ....2! 





Causes which have not already 
appeared in the Paper. 
CP 129 
QB 130 Grace ( 
&L 
Ex 133 Haghes H Smith 
Ry Co Le 


QB 146 


C& 





QB 140 
©) 





MIDDLESEX—MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1877. 
List or Actions ror TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 19.) 
Ex 128 Woods (H I Sydney) v Mason (P Goode) 
C Dudley) v Mackie (@ B Howard) 
Hepburn & Sons) v Hine (Layton, Sony 


Ex 131 Hee (Clennelh & ¥) + Richardo & op Ungin, OGRE 
Ex 132 Same (Same) v Richards & Co, limd (Same) SJ 
) v The London 
rombie) 8J 
QB 134 Baker (A G Ditton) v The St Saviour’s District Board 
of W. or eowaall, 
QB mare <> adm Cowdell, G & B) v Plowman (Grogory 
fo & 3 Reeth & Benn v Gwynne (Wood 
Ex 137 Swaine (Denton, H & B) v Reynolds Lary y ade 
CP 138 W Walter, M & Son) v G 
QB 139 With & sar (logldov, 1) v0 
(Tilley & 8) v Burall (Woolf, ramp, & 


Western. 


vans & Co (Shum 


a 


ecee ger 
eg memes 02 © CeCe Be Oe cefeHeS ¢ F Se Se CF € # he) a ow 
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— 
Foak & 
Bid Bosnict (tO Chipperdold) v Allott (2 Redelite 


1 
Skati ink Co (Crook & J ce 
beep ¢ 8) v Jupe ( 


$s 144 Horner Eley) v Clapham (Thompson & G) 
B 146 (J G@ Campbell) v Roberts (Mead & Dy 
146 Siggers (W Gresham & D) v Heinke (Champion, R 


) 
QB 147 Jacobs (A R Steele) v Saunders (Talbot & T) 
QB 148 Lewis (J W Hickin) v Sadlier (H Arnold) 
GP 149 Taylor (R W Busby) v Reid (Stibbard & C) SJ 
©P 160 Carroll (H Harris) v Batler’s Co, limd (Jones, 
1 Ruabon & North Woles Collier Co, limd, (Hillearys 
151 Rua ort! ollieries Co, 
- & T) v Knight (Keene & a 8J 
QB 162 Gerson & Co (Abraha: ) v Kanurenther & ors 
Field, Roscoe, & Co) SJ 


ms & 
Ex 153 Hoopel (Yeo & W) v Sparks (Lawrence, P B & B) 
cP 166 Amy (FL. Boames) v The Lon & S W Ry Co (L 
rombie 
QB 155 Marshall (G Badham) v Squier Sg & Co 
QB 166 Durrant (H P Clarke & Son) v The Midland 
Co (Bell & Co) SJ 
@P 157 James (Pyke, I & P) v Galland (Brooksbank & G) 
QB 158 The Trustees of the Bedford Charity and anr (Maples 
& Co) v Monro (W Wood) 
gx 159 — Gardiner, Son, & W) v Hewens (J & F 


am 
Cby 160 Marwick (H Wickens) v The Credit Forcier of Eng- 
, limd (F Heritage) 

QB 161 Dalglish (E M Chubb) v Ivey (F Carter) 
162 Watson (Parkers) v Bracher (EZ W Owles) 
163 Simpson (Treherne & W) v Pooley (Bell, C & G) 
164 Henwood (In Person) v Childers (A J Bristowe) SJ 
165 Jamrach (A G Ditton) v Sanger (Lewis & Lewis 
166 Roberts, Downes, & Co (Heath & P) v Allen (Hay- 

wards, k& 8) 
167 Brook (H Norris) v Drury & ors (Nash & P) 
168 rn (F & T Smith & Sons) v Emery & ors 

enn 

169 Davis (Lewis & Lewis) v Elibank (Raven & Co) SJ 
170 Dickes & Co (W Sturt) v Newspaper Publishing Co, 


limd (T Beard & es 4 
71 Sharp (E Kimber) v Hartley (Wild, Barber, & Co) 
7 (Gedge, K & M) v G Reader 
173 Tuck (W R Philp) v Deane ee: M &Co 
174 Snelling (H Grain) v Paull \ bampion, R & P) 
175 Loewenthal (L Goldberg) v her (H D Ilder- 


ton ; 
176 Max vel (A S Edmunds) v Mowlem & Co (Trollope 


177 Kirby (E Norton) v Triebner (T J Pullen) 

178 Marbella Iron Ore Co, limd (C C Ellis & Co) v Holl- 
way Brothers (G & W Webb) 

179 Graveley (C F B Birchall) v Poulson (G Brown 

180 Wilkinson & anr (In Person) v Miller (A H Miller) 

181 Ainge w G Watkin) v Sanderson bowery & Co) SJ 

182 Moss (Smith & H) v Pilbrow (G oe 

183 Hickisson and anr (Wills & v Murphy (Tucker, 

New & Co) 

Rodwell (A J Miles) v Humbert (R B Pugh) 

Goldsmith (Walter, Mocjen & Son) v Buchman (L 


Maree 4 
Melhuish (H H Wells) v Brown (B F French) 
Cooper —_ v Mackinnon (R E ) 
Lacey (Evans & E) v Rawlins (In Person) 
Theobald (J P Theobald) v Great Northern Ry Co 


cae 2 L) 

ilbert (W Stollard) v Laubieniere (Lumley & L) 
1 Gearing (R J Poad) v Kelday (Moss, F & 
192 rey and ors (J V Musgrave) v Arnold (Morris, 


‘0 
Walker, T, B & W)v London & South- 
Western Pd Co (L Crombie) 
CP 194 aon (Hancock, =e & H) v Great Northern Ry 
‘0 


John F& 
196 (CWT Yieldiz) v Alexander (C F Yorke) 

CP 196 Ward (Webster & G) v Gore (T Beard & Son 

Snooke and anr (G Webb) v Barnett (Farlow aed 

— v Auber (F J &G J Brai 

Towler (R Davies) v Bowles (Hicklin & W) 

Ewins & P) v Dyer & aif een eg ge 


ilway 


226 
ewe 


ecccern RE er 


a 
wo OD wh 


" 


eo erat &2 Sefer Ss 
SE82 EF 


Bg 


200 
201 K F Carter’ M Aquarium 
a ee 


2 Geeaie Foncier of England, limd be Andrew) v 
Hi & ors (A'S |, May, Sykes & B) 
P 203 Coote (In Person) v Keonealy (J C L Bordman) SJ 
Bx 204 (R Martin) v Hi L Hand) 
206 Sheward (Allen & Son) v The Metropolitan & St 
206 


John’s Wood Ry Co (Burchells) 
hatterton) v Manning (Chinnery & A) 





= 
92 Seek Cakes Cue & 8) 
Q B 208 Wilson (H H Poole) v Perman a 
gw tn , B& A) 
QB 210 Bevis (W A Willoughby) v Frost (Smith, Stenning 


‘0 

Q B 211 Targett (G Thompson) v Butt (J F Webster 

QB 212 Wilkinson & anr (F C Mathews) v Billups & anr 
(Cunliffe & Co) 8 J ; 


Son & R) 
QB 217 Chapman (Brighten & P) v Simmonds (Rogerson & 
218 Smith (J § Hall) v Frost (Brighten & P) is 
19 Fisher (Lawrence, P & B) a ¢. Fraser) 
20 Marsh (Deane & T) v Burton (Moss, F & J) 
1 Alexander (J C Campbell) v Boyle (J B May 
22 Pearse (W R Haward) v Smith (Milne, R & 
223 (Singleton & T) v Merifield (Austen, De Gex 


224 Schlentheim (R Martin) v Strauss (L Hand) 
B 225 Minter (AR — v Jeffery & ors (Bower & C) 
P 226 Gledhill (Harper, B & B) v Brown & ors (Janson, 


C&P)S 
Ex 227 = as Hicks) v Warren & anr (Merriman & Co) 
Ex 228 oe (J J Winser) v Pitt Brothers (J H H 


H 
Ex 229 Same (Same) v Emden ( L Pass) 
Ex 230 Searle (Moss, F & J) v Barnet Local Board (Smith & 


Sons 
Ex 231 Upton (R H Wilkins) v Heaven (J H Jonas) SJ 
C P 232 Dussek (G H Finch) v King (Brook & C) 
(Chappell & W) v Clement (W ——, 
C P 234 Allcrofi (Tillyard & G) v = luett & be » 
Ex 235 Shepherd (Parker, Lee & O) v Stockdale 


Chambers) 

Ex 236 Craske (E H Parnell) v Bullwinkel (Stones, M & S) 

QB 237 Rutley (Cowdell & Co) v Du Vallon (Lanfear & S) 

C P 238 Berwick (Oliver & B) v Breslauer (Argles & Ry 

Ex 239 O’Beirne (H C Barker) v Chenhall (Buchanan & R) 

Ex 240 Reed (H H Wells) v Tilston (S Price) 

QB 241 Goenold (Merriman, M & Co) v Wallace & anr 
= & Co; Cope & Co) 

CP 242 Golding (Hensman & N) v Treeby & anr (D 
Blenkarne) SJ 

C P 243 Thoden (Allen & Son) v London General Omnibus Co 
(Stevens, W & = SJ 

CP 244 Usill (Carr, F & po Cas 8J 

C P 245 Same (Same) v Clarke (H J & T Child) SJ 

C P 246 Same (Same) v Brearley (J Gordon) 

Ex 247 Bassett (F A Lewty) v Banks sued, &c, (G J Jen- 


Ex 248 Peat (R H Wilkins) v Breffit (Jones, T & G) SJ 
C P 249 Tebb (Lewis & Sons) v Bond (E Pope) 
Ex 260 Murray (Rooks & Co) v MeArthar (E Kimber) 8 J 
Ex 261 Glave (Worthington, E & Co) v Hart (Moss, F & Cop 
C P 252 Poole (F poe A Sandford (R Keays) 
Q B 23 a (H W Cattlin) v Howden (Collyer-B, W & 
C P 254 Smeed (Farlow & J) v Wright (A E Francis) 

QB 255 The British Dynamite Co, limd (J & R Gole) v 

Brockelbank & Co (Kisch & Co) 
CP 256 Brookes, trustee, & (W H Roberts) v Scott, Bart 


&T) 

Ex 257 Davis (Sandom, K & K) v Gallop (C J Carrtar) 
Ex 258 Feist & ant (W i Hudson) v Smith (H H Poole) 
C P 259 Covell (W P. bay 4 mea 

B 260 Pooley (M Webb) v Pye & anr (F & T Smith & Sons) 

Morris (Blewitt & T) v Potts (Kennedy & Co 

Thomas he Waring) v Fawn (W A 
Garrold pt eng AE (Whitakers & Md 
The Midland Railway Co (Beale, M & Co) v Da 
pa, 2 eS SJ 

yy oat eath) v The Great Western Ry Co 
RR —S 

itage (SS Seal) v Fitzwilliam & ors (Lewis & 

wis ; Beale & Groves) SJ 
Jackson ponds anergy 8 Sargent (Flux & L) 
Cocks & anr (J Frost) v Fish (R T Wragg 
Barker (Duignan & 8S) v Dick (R F Austin 
Weddell (Scard & Son) v Lewi District Board of 
Works (S Edwards) SJ 
a es eee 
Beatithate (Chester & Co) v Freeland (Allen & G) 
Bailey & Co (Hicklin & W) v The London Tramways 
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Q B 275 Comber (Webster & G) v Sykes (E C Seaman) 
QB 276 M‘Clellan (Palmer, B & F) v Becke M Baker) 
ay: 277 Hartopp (Parkers) v De Morgan (E Kimber) 
278 Johnson (J F Hazeldine) v Lewis (J Naa 
279 —— (Ridsdale, C & R) v Frank (T R Apps) 


cP 

Q B 280 Lowcock (S Mayhew) v Ambrose (Elwes & Sharpe) * 

C P 281 Mutual Loan Fund Association (W Beard) v Alcock 
& Vines (W W Wright) 

Q B 282 Holland & Sons @ Bromley) vy Meux & ors (Hunter, 
G & Co; Rickards & W) SJ 

Q B 283 —— (B H Tromp) v Weigner (M Abrahams & 


) 
C P 284 Harrison, Trustee, & (R B Pugh) v Holt (S Potter 
QB 285 — (M Webb) v Frost & ors (Deacon, Son, & 


QB 286 ag (Wordsworth, Blake, & Co) v Breffit (Jones & 
() 
QB 287 Ulan (Hicklin & W) v Van Emden & Co (J 
Mason 


QB 288 Smith (W Shearman) v Crooke (G H K Fisher) 
Q B 289 Robbins (H Stirke) v Robbins (Emmett & Son) 
Ex 290 Rowland (H C Godfray) v Clarkson & ors (E J 


Anning) 

C;P 291 Baughan (E Froggatt) v Reeves (Tidy, H & T 

QB 292 Watt & anr (Linklater & Co) v Barnett & ors (Bailey, 
Shaw, & Co; Le Riche & Son; G J Eady) SJ 

Ex 293 Fitzgerald (C'ennell & F) v Hutton (A W May) 

QB 294 Fraser (W Wright) v Baxendale & ors (T Beard & 


Son) 

Ex 295 Brown (W Maynard) v Nottingham Equitable Loan, 
&e, Co (Parker, Lee, & C) 

QB 296 Munro, trading, & (H L Bird) v Benwell, trading, &c 
‘C V Lewie 


Ex 297 Knapp & Co (Hughes, H & B) v Hart (In Person) 

C P 298 Margory (F T Dubois) v Bisschop (G Clarke 

CP 299 King & anr (Ellis & C) v Harris (H W Cattlin) 

QB 300 London & South Western Bk, limd (Duignan & S) v 
Hibbert (H R Jones) 

CP 301 Watson (W H Roberts) v Saunders (A Kerly) 

x 302 ow (Whites, R & Co) v Clark (Layton, Son, & L) 


Ss) 

P 303 Swann (N Bennett) v Vines (A D Michael) SJ 

P 304 Veasey oy ad & Boyle) v Smith & anr (Cann & Son) 

P 305 Hillary (G Blagden) v Stredder (Hillearys & T) 

QB 306 Metropolitan Bd of Wks (W W Smith) v Stonor 
(Winter, W & Co) SJ 

CP 307 Spittle (W J Hobbes) v Dawson & Co & anr 
(Dawson, B & D) 

C P 308 Coulson & ors (J Robinson) v Société Anonyme de 
Construction et des Ateliers (Lumley & L, &c.) 

C P 309 Mackechnie (J Rae) v Pope & anr (E Pope) SJ 

Q B 310 Jones (Lanfear & S) v Grieve (Chapple & Son) 

QB 3il paseng (J H Jonas) v Allen (G Reader) 

Ex 312 Reeve & ors (E D Lewis) v Smith (H Arnold) 

QB 313 Riley (H_Levy) v Glew (J H Hope 

CP 314 Gancia (Lowless & Co) v Bayard (Fisher & Co) 

QB 315 Solomon (T Pittman) v Woollaston (C H Edmands) 

Ex 316 Deane & anr (R A Harding) v Bagehot & ors (Field, 
Roscoe & Co) 8J 

QB 317 King (B H Tromp) v Masters & anr (Truefitt & G) 

4 P 318 Lloyd (J M Allen) v Morgan (T G Everill) 

Cc 

C 


QcaQ ff 


B 319 Hogarth (May, S & B) v Latham (Woodward & Co) 

P 320 Ball & _ ep & Son) v Gibbs (Bannister & F) 

P 321 Tyler (J W Harling) v Major & anr (M Shephard) 

x 322 are ya (Miller, Smith & B) v Whitehouse (J 
0 


Ex 323 Bannister (Same) v Same (Same) 
Q B 324 Hughes (J 1 Parker & Co) v Rudeforth (E W Owles) 
Ex 325 —— & ors (Stone, Morris & 8) v Doubleday (Roy 


C) 
Ex 326 Lloyd (C F von Aitchison & anr (C W Hird) 
Q B 327 Davis (Guscotte, W & D) v Pooley & anr (Harper, B 


Ex 328 Doubts (C Gilliatt) v Oldershaw & anr (H C 


arker 
B 329 Yalden & anr (Tilley & 8) v Isaacs (H W Christmas 
oP 330 ~ aie (Simpson & Co) v Lloyds’ (Walton, B & wy 


Ex 331 Whitehouse (W Brewer) v Hedington (E Doyle 
Q B 332 zon oo ag (B H Van Tromy) Caliger” (w Rk 
CP 333 Say amped R & H) v Preston (E er gw 


Ex 324 Savill, Low & Co (Stocken & J) v Cork Harb 
Bx 385 Dapuy (0 Walleye fect ae ee) 
pu v tan 
Co (i g Godfray) 4 oe gino 


CP 2% Sullivan (Mills & Co) v Millo (Randall & Son 
QB 337 Mille klater 

Se ( & oy v Barnett Paton & ) 
QB 

CP 


338 t (F W Mount) v Commerford (W B Pal 
339 Moore ( “ij &8 Y Hal (HE Deocn) 8J me 
20 8) (J E Shearman, junr) v Jones & ore (T 


bearman 





—_—_——_—_—-. 





Godwia 
QB 341 Scott Bn rar pre v las (Barron & P) 
Q B 342 Lloyd (C W Lloyd) v Saleur (M Scott) 

Ex 343 Campbell (E Andrew) v The Agra Bank, limd (Ash. 


urst, M & Co) 
QB 344 = (West, King, Adams, & Co) v Hedges (CV 
i 


Ex 345 Peel (A West) v Ross & Co (Lowless & Co) 

C P 346 Walshe (Montague & H) v McKenzie (R Helsham 

Ex 347 Kelly (A Haynes & Son) v The Great Eastern y 
Co (W H Shaw) SJ 

QB 348 Clark (P J Burr) v Dubois, Trustee, &e (W El 

CP 349 Walton (Lewis & Son) v Harrison (G Dobree) 

Ex 350 Kershaw (A Haynes & Son) v Forrest & Son (Nash. 


& Field 
CP 351 Davis J Benjamin) v Charing Cross Pub Co, 
limd (Farmer & Robins 


QB 352 Hunt (Surridge, H & W) v Dierden (J Pettengill) 
Ex 353 Case & anr (W H Woller) v Desmond (H J Sydney 
Ex 354 Same (Same) v Same (Same) 2nd action 

Ex 355 a (Young & Thompson) v Rogers (T J Palien) 


C P 356 Warr (Boulton & Sons) v Peck (G F Parker & on 
Q B 357 Evison & anr (Monckton, Long, & Co) v Perl 


0) 

CP 358 Seven (Wilson, B & C) v Dove & anr (C J Vyner 

Ex 359 Greenaway & wife (W T Boydell) v Jenner (THE 
Foord) 

Ex 360 Peck (G F Parker & Co) v Warr (Boulton & Sons) 

QB 361 Howard (Linklater & Co) v Cook & Son (Shaen, 
Roscoe & Co) SJ . 

Ex 362 Stewart & anr (J Terry) v Ellis (Palmer, B & F) 

Ex 363 Blundell ras T, P & Co) v Keymer (W Bussell) . 

CP 364 Russell Roberts) v Jones (Lanfear & S) 

QB 365 Culff (Scard & Sons) v North Metropolitan Tramways 

. Colimd (H C Godfray) SJ 

B 366 Browning (R Metoslfe) v Ellissen (F W Mount) 

B 367 Eyton (R Jones & Co) v Taylor (Chester & Co) 

P 368 Griffiths (M G Geoghegan) v London & St Katharine 

Docks Co (Humphreys & Son) 

P 369 Brown (E Sweeting) v Pree (S Fisher) 

P 370 Brown sy & Bond (Peckham & Co) 

x 371 Harding (F R Coote) v Saunders & wife (T Durant) 

B 372 Brewer (S J Robinson) v Barker (Hare & 2 

Q B 373 Gerick (Linklater & Co) v Atkins & ors (Hollams, 
So 


m & C) SJ 
QB 374 Bendon tG J Eady) v Metropolitan Board of Works 
W W Smith) SJ 
CP 375 London & County Bank Co (Stevens, W & H) ¥ 


OwaAQ AHO 


Soper (G M Cooke) 
Ex 3876 Hands, & ora (Hunt & Son) v Oppenheim (SM & TB 


Benson 
QB 377 easy (J C Hould) v Hyman (Evans & Eagles) 
Ex 378 Wenham & anr (Hawkes & Cv) v Wenham (C 


Mossop) 
CP 379 Calvert (F B Jervis) v Denison & ors (H W & EW 
Reeves) SJ 


C P 880 Same (Same) v Denison & anr (Same) SJ 

C P 381 Brooks (J B May) v Loveridge (H G Field) 

QB 382 Northampton Water Works Co (R Metcalfe) v Easton 
& ors (I H Devonshire; E Byrne) SJ 

CP 383 — (F S Herbert) v Jennison (J A& H E Fame 
field 


0) 
Q B 384 Finch (Cowdell & a | v Wilkins (E Preston) 
Ex 385 ona (Paterson, 8 & B) v Baron (Sole, T & K} 


Ex 386 Lawrence (O W Oakes) v Smith & ors = J Nelson) 
Ex 387 — Central Wagon Cv (T Cree) v Lloyd (Eyre & 


0) 
Ex 388 Crawford (W W Young) v Yeo (Yeo & W) 
QB 389 Pursell (E B Tattershall) v Challoner (Chip 
Ex 390 Grylls & anr (Rogers, J & R) v Smout & anr (H 
C 


hristmas) 
QB 391 Head (F A A Rowland) v Markham & anr (T F 


ee 

QB 392 Todd (J W Heritage) v Mappin (G S & H Brandon) 

C P 393 Wood (Watson, Sone, & Rt) v The Mersey Railway 
Co (Chester & Co) 

Q B 394 Ready (H G Field) v Ungar & Co(W W bf oe, 

Ex 395 Bright 7 enaray & . 83 v The Langham Skatiog Rink Co, 


i TOO 

QB 396 Tomkins (W gf goad Blake (A J Baylis) 8J 

Ex 397 es aor (A D Smith) v Bluck (Pownall & Co 
CP 398 W CN Longeroft) v Seppings (Lempriere & 
Ex 399 — ‘aithful & O) v Easterbrook & Co (J Edell 


QB 400 Jamaica Fibre Co, limd (1 H Devonshire) v Walker 
(Harrison, B & W) 8J 
C P 401 Wilbrabam (Chapman, T & B) vy The Maritime Pas- 
oe & Mariners Insurance Co, limd (Harrisons & 
DB 


(To be continued.) 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Nov. 9, 1877. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


Annuitias, April, ’85, 9} 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Ex Bills ,£1000, 24 per Ct. par. 

Ditto, £500, Do, par. 

Ditto, 2100 & £200, par. 

Bank of England Stock. — per 
Ct. (last half-year), 257 


.5 per Cent., Jan. 78 
Bo 5 pe ; Ditte for Account. 


Danvities, Jan. °80 


RAILWAY STOOK. 





| 


Railways. 


Bristol and Exeter 
Caledonian 
Glasgow and South-Western ....0.0. eevee 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock sesscoesssssersesss 
Great Northern aa 
Do., A Stock* 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 
Great Western—Original.....0.0 . 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ..... 
London, Brighton, and South C 
London, Chatham, and Dover. 
London and North-Western .s..cos 
London and South Westerii........088 | 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln sso.sseeeees) 
Metropolitan | 
DO., District sseccorcorressscenrreressenecesssnenene 
Midland 10 
North British 
North Eastern vee 
North London.......00 
North Staffordshire ... 
k South Devon 
k'South-Eastern ....00..0..ecseeeeeee 


.|Closing Prices 















































FEEZELEELELEE CEE | 




















Se eeeeenratesereseearer) 




















* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 
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The prospectus of the ‘‘ Metropolitan Inner Circle Com- 
ion Railway” has been issued. It states that, the 
tors having entered into agreements with the Metro- 
Politan District Railway (which guarantees a minimum 
‘$64,240 of tolls per annum), with the Metropolitan Board 
of Works (which contributes £500,000 towards the con- 
atruction of a new street between Eastcheap and Fen- 
‘hurch-street), and an arrangement for the sale of the 
surplus lands for £550,000, the undertaking is apparently 
placed beyond any serious risk. The line, which will be 
4 little over a mile in extent, is estimated to cost 
£2,650,000, from which, deducting the sums paid for 
gurplus lands and by the Metropolitan Board of Works, 
there remains £1,600,000. Of this, £400,000 is to be issued 
in the shape of debentures at four per cent., and the 
balance is now offered in 120,000 shares of £10 each, the 
¢alls being payable over a period of fifteen months. The 
ict Company may acquire the entire undertaking after 
three years on terms equivalent to a virtual guarantee of 
four and a balf per cent. minimum dividend. The line will 
éxtend from Mansion House Station, under Cannon-street, 
“the new street, and Fenchurch-street, to a point on the 
Metropolitan between Aldgate and Bishopsgate Stations. 


We are requested by the secretary of the Metropolitan 
Inner Circle Compl-tion Railway Company to notify that, 
in accordance with the arrangements for the allotment of 
the share capital—whicb, as mentioned in the prospectus, is 
to be allocated, one-third to the proprietors ia the Metro- 
Politan Railway, one-third to the District Company, and 
one-third to the general public—the special form of appli- 
cation to which those proprietors are entitled has been sent 
to all whose addresses aro known. It appears, however, 

numerous applications at the company’s office, that 
Some of the proprietors have not received their forms, and 
We are, therefore, asked to state that the secretary will at 
once forward them on application being made to him. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS, 
Morten—Nov, 2, at The Elms, Hampton, the wife of Edward 
orten, barrister-at-law, promaturely, of a daughter. 
Rezs—Nov. 7, at 30, Queen-square, Bloomsbury, the wife of 
Josiah Rees, barrister-at-law, of a daughter, 


Allen, Rev Hugh, New Kent road. 





Sovtspy—Nov. 3, at 5, Guilford-street, Russell-square, the 
wife of William Jameson Soulsby, of the Middle Temple, 
barrister-at-law. of a daughter. 

Stamp—Nov. 3, at Honiton, Devon, the wife of Edmund Archi- 
bald Stamp, solicitor, of a son. 

MARRIAGE, 

RicHarDs—BROADHEAD—Oct. 13, at Pontefract, Charles 
Thomas Richards, solicitor, to Sarah Elizabeth, daughter of 
Mr. Broadhead, of Weekes. House, Pontefract. 


, DE S. 
Porz—Oct. 29, James Samuel Pope, solicitor, Colchester. 
Wrynne—Oct. 23, James Wyane, barrister-at-law, of the 
Middle Temple. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, Nov. 2, 1877. 
Palmer, George, and Theodore John Smith, 13, Robertson st, Hastings, 
Sussex, solicitors. Sept29 
Tugspay, Nov. 6, 1877. 
Hodze, George William, and William Harle, Newcistle-upon-Tyne, 
sdiicitors, Novl 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, Noy. 2, 1877. 
Limtrep uy CHANCERY. 

Hammersmith Town Hall Company, Limit:d.—The M.R. his, by an 
order dated Aug 2, appointed Baker Philip Dan‘els, Poultry, to be 
official liquidator 

Holloway Brewery Syndicate, Limited.—Pet:tion for winding 1p, pre- 
sented Oct 31, directed to be haard before V.C. Hall, on Nov 16. 
Snell, George st, Mansion House, solicitor for the petitioner 

Home and Foreign Gas Liceasing Company, Limited.—Fry, J., has, 
by an order dated Sept 4, appointed Spencer Dominy, Waterloo st, 
Birmingham, to be official jiquidator 

Pennant Vale Slate Quarry and, Copper Mine Company, Limited.— 
Creditors are required, oa or before Dec 1 to send their names and 
addresses, and the par.iculars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Chambers, Queen st, Albert sq. Manchester. Saturday Dec 15, at 11, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


Friendly Societies. 
i Farivar, Nov. 2, 1877. 
ee Union Benefit Society, Great Queen st Wesleyan Chapel, Oct 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, Oct. 26, 1377. 
Cheltenham, Gloucestar, Gent. Nov 26. Cooke y 
Gabb, Monmouthshire 
Herbert, Daniel, Carnarvon, Coach Proprietor. Dec 3. Herbert v 
Jones, M.R. Turcer and Allanson, Caraarvon 
Sheridan, Francis John Roger, Grosvenor place, Hyde park. D-c 10. 
Cocksedge v Sheridan, V.C. Hall. May, Russell sq 
Farpay, Nov. 2, 1877. 
Alexander, Thomas, Hollani rd, Kensington. 
Alexander, M.R. Cheston, Great Winchester st 
Reynolds, James, Newton Saint Faith’s, Norfolk, Farmer. 
Reynolds v Resnolds, M.R. Wright, Norwich 
Senger, August Hermann, Elder walk, Islington, Farrier. 
Senger v Charles, V.C. Hall, Foster, Birchia lane 
Verlander, Henry Jacob, Davies st, Berkeley sq. Dec 1. 
Amold, V.C. Hall. Richards, Warwick st, Regent st 
Tvurspay, Nov. 6, 1877. 
Dec 1. Taylor v Allen, M.R.. 
Lumley, Oid Jewry chambers, Old Jewry 
Allscn, Richard, Woolton Heys, Lancashire, Esq. Dec 10. 
v Mounsey, V.C. Malins. Martin, Liverpoo! 
=e ee Chelsea, Victualler. Nov 24. Tapper 7 Nicolls, 
. Ma’ 


Bell, John Louis, sen, Crooklog, Kent, Gent. DeclQ. Bath v Bell, 
V.C. Malins. Carpenter, jur, Brabant court, Philpot iane 

Gray, George, sen, Sheffield, Draper. Dec3. Gray v Fox, V.C. Hall. 
Butcher, Che ipside 

Hogg, George James Joseph, William's terrace, St Pancras, Cab 
—. Nov 34, Darke v Brown, V.C. Malins. Brown, Lincoln’s 

a 8 

Lanyon, William, Cambo:ne, Cornwall. Lanyon v Lanyon, 
M.R. Cock, Truro . 

Nathan, Benjamin, Birmingham, Wholesale Jeweller. Dee 8. 
Nathan v Nathan, V.C. Hall. Saunders, Birmingham 
rr, Robert, Croydun, Surrey, Esq. Dec4. Gummings v Orr, M.R. 
Maples, Frederiok’s place, Old Jewry 

Perkins, John Freeman, Chilton, Buckingham, Farmer, Nov 30, 

Wardle v 


Ellis, Welbore, 
Ellis, M.R. 


Dec 1. Bowen v 


Nor 30. 
Nor 30, 
Ranken ¥ 


Johason 


Dee 4, 


an v Perkins, V.C. Bacon. Parker, Thame, Oxford 
Rateliffe, Thomas, Sunderland, Darhan, Geant. Dee 10, 
Atkinson, V.C. Hall. Haswell, Sunderland 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Farpay, Oot. 26, 1877. 
henry, William, Rudgwick, Sussex, Miller, Decl Medwin and 
Co, Horsham, Sussex 
Allen, Jane Clarke, Dea!, Kent. Nov 30, Brook and Chapman, Wool 
Exchange, Coleman st 
Appleton, Arthur, Little Leigh, Cheshire, Farmer, Dc 1. Fletcher, 
Northwich 
> See Lynn, Greenwich, Kent. Doo 1. Turner, Linsla’s- 
nn 


,"Sarah, Marshfield, Gloucester. Dec 8, Trenfie ld, Chipping 
Sodbury 
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Barton, Mary, Beeston, Nottingham. Decl. Wells and Hind, Not- 
Biaker, ‘Charlotte, Northam, Hants. Nov 26, Paterson and Co 
prchn Sar, ume, Manchoar Dec24. Diggles and Ogden, 
Camp, George, Merchant st, Mile Ead. Nov 14. Freeman, Bedford, 
mand ond, Essex,Builder. ‘Dec 1. Scott, Co lege 
‘Cumberland, House Proprietor. Dec 

Waugh, Cockermouth 
— ome biradtord, Worsted Spianer. Dec 1. Terry and Robin- 
r~ od ‘Colton, Norfolk. Dec 18. Terry and Robin- 


Daveney, 
Germany. Nov 


son, Bri 
De Zakrzewska. Alexandra, St M: 

Goltioes ot, anes — 

‘ov 22, 


Cannon, George, 
hill, Cannon st 
Carruthers, John, Cockermouth, 


22. Fielder and Sumner, 

De Zakrzewska, Thecla, Li ebenthal, > chery 
Sumner, Godliman st, Doctors’ commons 

De Zakrzewska, Wa nda, Saint Martin, Posnania, Germany. Nov 22 
Fielder — weg pen tue st, Doctors’ ai st Steel Senhenh: 

Dresser, ent, Sambrook court, 00! ere. 
Dee 1. Philbrick, Girdlers’ Hall, Basinghall st 

Dunkiey, John, Crick, Northampton, Yeoman. Dee 3. Burton and 
Willoughby, Daventry 

Entwisle, Bernard Howry, , a2 Captain H.M’s Army, Carlow, Ireland. 
Dec 1. Swinburne and Parker, Bedford row 

Hall, Thomas, Ryde, Isle of Wight. Dec 3. hapane and Co, Cannon st 

oe. — Tyrwhitt rd, Upper Lewisham . Jan l. Francis, 

e hi 

Hopkins, Mary Ann, Hove, Sussex: Mov 30. Upperton and Oo, 
Brighton 

Kentick, Edward, Stone, Staffordshire, Gent. Dec8. Saben, Stone 
3 aie Mary Ann, Bemerton st, Islington. Dec 1. Hoyle, Rotherham, 

ork 
Lee, George, Glossop, Derby. Nov 26. Hibbert, Hyde 
Lee, Willis, De Fee De Foe —_ Stoke Newington, Hatter. Nov30. Med- 


if, King st, 
ston, The Dec 20, Trenfield, 


Laton, a Iron Acton, Gloucester, Farmer. 
Curtis, Old Jewry chamber: 
o, Mashfield, Co leman st, Merchant. Dec 10. Hand and Co, 
Co, Cre 
Ostler, Wiliaw, Church road, Islington, Builder. Nov 30, Ingleand 
Penney, Archibald, Tavistock hotel, Covent garden, Gent. Jan 18. 
Preller, Charles Edwin, Rue de Saint Amaro, Rio de ~ a Brazil, 
Merchant. Nov 23. Hardwick and Jones, Old Broad tes 90 
ov 20. 
Redgrave, Mottingham nr 
Roffey, Harriett, Clevedon Lodge, West Streatham. Dec 1. 
Sewell, Ann, Bagganiey ball, nr Chorley. Dec8. -Stanton, Chorley 
go ome Aighton, Lancashire, Gent. Nov6. Wilding and Son, 
Jan1. Sharman and Jackson, Wellingboroug 
Twidel!, Jobn, Caddington Bury Farm, Hertierd, Farmer. Dee 10 
Waites, John, Wrington, Somerset, Gent. Dec 21. Simmons, 
Nottingham 
Wright, John, Stone, Staffordshire, Gent. Dec 8. Saben, Stone 
Baokrupts. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must eg yn Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
. Nov lsat 2 
Hawksley, Archibald house, Fulham, 
Solomon, Solomon Moses, Canonbury sq, Pet Oct 31, 
. Mov isatl 


Chipping Sodbury 
MacNeill, Patrick, George geek, Grosv enor sq, Upholsterer. Nov 10. 
afford 
Miller, va ae Upper Bognor, Sussex. Dec 1, Drummonds and 
Co, Threadneedle st 
hant and Purvis, Georgs yard, Lombard st 
Redgrave, Samuel, Hyde park ga.c South, Eradegies, Gent: 
Saxton 
and Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 
bu 
Turnell, William Henry, Wellingborough, Rathangied, Draper. 
Withall and —— Great George st, Westminster 
Wrington 
White, Willism, Staunton, Nottingham, F armor. Dec 20. Brewster, 
Fripay, Nov, 3, 1877. 
Capeey, Jobe Barnard, Bermondsey st, Provision Dealer. Pet Oct 31, 
Douglas, 
Commission Agent, Pet poy ay 29. ent. Norte at 12 
Islington. 


Haziitt 
Winnall, Walter Henry Corbyn, Wool Exchange, Merchant, Pet Oct 
26. Brougham. Nov 13 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country, 
Brainum, Benjamin, Gorleston, Suffolk, Shopkeeper. Pet Oct 30. 
Worlledge. Gear venneemn' ang ital 
—. agg mgd Bast Dereham, ik, Commission Agent, Pet 
2%. Cooke. Norwich, Nov an Mh 12 
Demon, Lestor, oe yy a ee Drysalter, Pet Oct 30. Rollit. 
Kingston-upon-Hol, 
— en Btefford, Ae hall Pet Oct 30, Spilsbury. BStaf- 
ov 
‘ohn, M h, North Shields, Bul Contractor. Pet Oct 
: 4 forget, Kort Nov lsat ae 
Hewitt, G Lister, Man- 


Bradford, Comtractor, Pet Oct 29, 
rovision Merchant. Pet Oct 29. 
, Nov 16 at 2 
King’s ‘Lyon, Nortolk, Chemist. Pet Oct 26, 
King’s Lynn, Nov 14 at 12 
Lewis, Spee Mncwass Restos Se: Get Sh, “Myien 
ow 


Greenwich 
Auctionser. Pet Oct 29, 


corge, 
chester, Nov 19 at 18. 0 


t 
Cole. Bi 


= 
1, Corn Dealer, 


Pet Oct 80, 
w iiverponl, 0 Nord at 11,30 Bellrigge, 
Tate, Thomas, ‘Kingston eo Draper. Pet Oct 30, Rolit, 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Nov 13 at 3 
Wilson, John, Loughboro' 
Leicester, Nov 14 at 12 


Toxrspay, Nov. 6, 1877, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
fo Surrender in London. 
Sharpe, and James Baiss, on st, Oannon st, Contractors, 
Nov i. Hazlitt. Nov 21 at] : * Pe 
Barron, William Edward, | Kent, Solicitor. Pet Noy 9, 
Pile, Witean, Beaith, Dieppe st, Fulham, Build P 
ite iliam Smit! ulham, Builder. Pet Ni 
Haslitt. Nov 19 at 11" : we 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Joseph, jun, and Nathaniel Buxton, Walsall, Stafford 
fers. Pet Nov !. Sanders. Walsall, Nov,22 at 12 
Howe, Alfred John Banfield, Great Yarmouth, Builder. Pet Novi, 
Worlledge. Great Yarmouth, Nov 19 atil 
Mason, Edmund, Plymouth, Baker. Pet Nov 1, E.imonds, Eat 
Stonehouse, Nov 22 at 12 
Simmonds, John, Iron Acton, pametian, Implement Maker. Pet Noy 
2. Harley. Bristol, Nov 16 at 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faraway, Nov. 2, 1877. 
em, be ene, ae no oceupation, Oct 29 
ester, illiam Hen ion Bankruptcy Court, Portugal ¢ 
Lincoln's inn fields. Nov 1 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 

FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, Nov. 2, 1877.) 

Ackrill, Frederick, Mansfield, Nottingham, Machine Agent. Nova 
at 12 at offices of Walkden, Stockwell gate, Mausfield 
Amiel, William, and Thomas Fieldsend, Bradford, Wholesale Jewellers, 
Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Browning, Queensgate, Bradford 
Andrews, William Edward, Canterbury, out of business. Nov 16at3 
at offices of Hallett and Go, Ashford 
Pi... Thomas, Willitoft, York, Farmer. Nov 13 at | at offices of 
Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Baatoft, Selby 
Ashton, John, Hartland, Devon, Irommonger. Nov 14 at 11 at oftets 
of Hole and Peard, Bideford 
— William oan Dawley, Salop, Butcher. Nov 20 at 12 at offices 


of Harries, Da’ 
Barker, —— ge Kingston-upon-Hull, Ale Merchant, 
Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Summers, Manor st, Kingston-uapon- Hall 
Bartlett, George, Stoke Damerel, Devon, Engineer in the R.N. Mov 
16 at 11 at offices of Elworthy and Cv, Courcenay st, Plymouth 
Bate, George, Lichfield, Grocer. Nov 15 at 2 at the Old Crown Hotel, 
Lichfield. Ashmall, Lichfield 
Beavern, Francis, Treforest, Glamorgan, out of business. Nov 17 at? 
at me Institute chambers, Market st, Pontypridd. Thomas, Ponty. 


— George, Bury, Lancashire, Commission Agent. Nov 19 at3ab 

offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 

Bennett, Alfred, Aston, nr irainghon, Builder. Nov ld at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Blake, rles Robert, Redland, Bristol, Ironmonger. Nov 14at2® 
be aa Western Hotel, Birmingham. Salmon and Honderswa 


Biakay, gror Blackpool, yee = Pro} eee. Nov 22 at 
the Shelley Arms, Fishergate, Pr ‘gan, Blackpool 
aut, fem Thomas Pearce, and eg "award Mortimer 
irmingham, Fancy Ironwork Manufacturers. Nov lb at l2at 
of Giaisyer, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Brierley, Jane, Ashton-under-L) ne, Furnitare Dealer. Nov 19 at3 
at the Pitt and Nelson Hotel, O.d st, Ashton-under-Lyne. Claytm, 
Ashton- ne 
Brown, Robert ‘ie. Margaret st, Cavendish Sas Doctor of Mell 
cine. pte at 3 at offices of Bradley, be ae ned 
Buckley, 8 obert Clarence, Todmorden, York, Chemist. Nov 16atli 
at the White Hart Hotel, Todmorden. Eastwood, Todmorden 
Burlingham, Thomas, Sidbory, Worce:ter, Glove Manufacturer. 
ore 14 at 11 at offices of Corbett, pares Moe The Cross, Ware 


ont = ay Robert, Southtown, Suffolk, Coal Merchant. Novlé 
4.20 at offices of Dowsett, Hall Quay chambers, Great Yate 


Coe, war Proderi ck A stus, cues, Commmatoston ent. ‘Nov 12atlb 

at offices of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff . 

Grave d nana, Sandringham rd, ~o Builder. Nov 18 at3 at 
cotter of Miles and Co, Coleman st. Walker, King’s Arms yan, 


st, 

oat a High Warrogate, York, Boot Maker. Nov 16 atl0 

offices of Orumbie, Stonegate, York 

Dawson, Ia » Lewis, omer ge me ol Ovenman. Mov 10 at 11 at offices of 

Devharr, Henry, ork, Tinner. Nov 20 at 12 at offices of Wilkinson, 

8t Helen's sq, York 

-° bang hea Dorset im Manchester sq, Dyer. Nov 14 at 3 at offices 
amopt iat, Genes. Nov 16 at 12 et offices of Dam 

ning and 1 jutte’ court, Leed 

Lastwe Joba, Halifax, Grocer, * Mey 16 at 11 at offices of Lengbot- 


ov, Draper, Nov 16 at 9 at the Guildhat 
we » Goodman, Brighton 





Thomas F Tanbridge Wells, 
neon T Wells, Nov 19 at 3 
"dean Hat, avery Babe Stable Kooper. Pet Oct 0. auth. | Racsime 


ll 


, Adam, Morecambe, Leneactize, Cort'er. Nov 19 at at 
offices of Clark aad Oglethorbe, Churoh ot, Lancaster 





ugh, Leicester, Draper. Pe t Oct 31, Ingran ; 


ere? ae a ia iy te ky a a 


Pea: Rigs. Bay eg nal oO? fee ee eee ae ET 





i2atlh 


Bat 3 at 
ms yard, 


16 at 10 


rans, Thomas Tu 
“"'Nov 14 at 12 at offices of Heddoe, Vietoria wt, 


< ei, Richard, Ba peepee Nov 14 at 2 at offices of Ool- 


milan np Blogs Hull, Grocer, ‘Nov 14 at 3a offices of 
; -upon-Hu ‘ov 
‘oa Co, veg Lo ingston-upon-Hull 
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Cabinet Maker. 


Tydél- 
astrick, ¥ colle Nov ldat3 at 
«Pied Leary sn Os, Boston ry Hua = Pome 


cker; Merthyr Tydfil, 


Abbey churchyard, 
Garstang, Rober‘, Bolton ston Fieplate Worker. Nov i6at 8 at offices of 
Butter, Maw at, 
‘George, Robert William, Upper Welsh Harp, — Licensed 
oe er Nov 18 at at oficas of i N et 3 the Royal 
Gooda}l, Frederic 0, y, Grocer. ov at 
aa Crewe. ‘Hollinshead, Tunstall 
William, m-on-the-Naze, Essex, Hotel Keeper. Nov 22 at 
at at Valices of Miller, Moorgate st 
Hamar, Henry, Presteign, Radnor, out of business. Nov 13 at 12 at 
the Duke’s Arms Hotel, Presteign. Moore, Leo 
Hariis, n, Kidderminster, Worcester, Gasfitter. Nov 12 at 12 at 
offices a Miller and Co, Baxter chambers, Church st, ter 
Hartley, Thomas Henry, Manchester, Leather Nov 14 at 
3 at ofices of Chew and Bons, Swan st, 
iggy tonal Nov 22 at 11 at offices of 


Hulam, pee a ae 


a, wal Walter, Kertish To d Kentish T Cheesemonger, 
entis: own f ‘own. 

Foy 15 at 2 at offices of Godfrey, Gresham , Guild 

=, John, Harlington, nr Hounslow, W: Nov 9 at 1 at 


George Tavern, High st, Uxbridge. Goatly, Bow st, Covent 


-. Benjamin Gustavus, Thames place, Limehouse, Lighterman. 

Nov 15 at 12 at otfices a Blake and ‘Seow, College ‘hill, Cannon st 

Hodgson, Henry, and William Clapham Hed a ee = Se 

Leeds, Builders. Nov 13 at 3 at offices of » Park row, —_ 
Frederick Robins, Dunswater, Hereford, Farmer. Nov 
at 10 at offices of Llanwarne, “9 John st, Hereford 

neurth, John Benjamin, Southsea, Boot Maker. Nov 10 at 12 instead 

of 3 as previously advartized at offices of Barron and Go, Olid Jewry 

ane he Old Jewry. Shutte, Southampton 

Hauffadine, Samuel, Manchester, Baker. Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Fox, 


Princess st, 
Bugbes, John » Ashton-under-Lyne, Auctionesr. Nov 14 at3 
at offices of oe and Sop, Stamford st, Ashton-under- 
Husson, Alired Charles, Little Wild st, Lincoln’s inn fields, Horsehair 
Manufacturer. Nov 19 at 3 at 51, Chancery lane. Clarkson 
Johnson, Thomas, Bristol, Milkman, Nov 10 at 11 at offices of An- 
¥ say st, Bristo!]. Price, Bristol 
i Nov 20 at 3 at the 


Jones, John, Menai bridge, Anglesea, 
Castle Hotel, B angor. Allanson, Carparvon 
Jones, Thomas, Whitland, Carmarthen, Ale Merchant. Nov 16 at 11 
i at offices of Lascelles, Narberth 
Joslin, David, wer Surrey, Cemetery Mason. Nov 20 at 11 at 
offices of Smith, Great St Helen's, Crosby sq. Brodribb, Great St 


Helen’s 

Teason, Arthur, Stoke-upon-Trent, Commission Agent. Nov 13 at 
at offices of Tennant, Cheapside, Hanley 

Lemmon, +e, Wickham, Hants, Samy ad Nov 17 at 12 at the 
Dolphin Hote!, Chichester. Stuckey, 

Lewin, Charles Edward, Leicester, Grocer. Nov 22 at 2.30 at offices 
of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Lomax, James, Warrington, Lancashire, Joiner. Nov 15 at 3 at offices 

_ of Davies and brook, Market place, Warrington 

Long, George Pallant, Weil st, South Hackney, Hosier. Nov i4 at 8 

at offices of Thwaites, Basinghall st. Fulcher, Horton rd, Hack- 


uur, engg-* Hampton. Nov 13 at 11 at offices of Schultz and Son, 


usick, homes 's inn 

omas, Radstock, Somerset, Innkeeper. Nov !2 at 1 at the 
Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Bartram, Bath 

ae, Nathan, Birmingham, Clothier. Noy 15 at 10.15 at offices of 


of Owston, Friar lane, 
Nov 16 at 3 at 
Leicester 
Myers, Moss, London wall, Auctioneer. 
Nov 15 at 3 at offices of 
nag! \pacaaste, Northampton 
oseph, Bromsgrove, Coal Dealer. Nov 19 at 12 at offices of 
at aoe of Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 


Solomon, Ann st, Birmingham 
Moon, J: en ag Bagworth, Leicester, Innkeeper. Nov 14 at 3 at offices 
Mortimer, wilson, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. 
offices of Wright, Belvoir st, 
Nov 14 at 3 at offices of Bar- 
oo Palmerston buildings, Old Broad st 
John, Northampton, Coafeetioner. 
Oreck 
William Arthur, North Elmbam, Norfolk, + Merchant. 
“> is at 12 at offices of Emerson, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 
Miler. _— st, Worcester 
Perks, Willia ~, Birmingham, Bedstead Manufacturer. Nov 16 at 12 
Rohett, Ifield rd, Fulham rd, Nov 15 at2 at offices of Bow- 
ker, Gray's inn sq 


les Thomas, Inverness terrace, Broadstairs, Gent. Nov 17 
at dat the Guildhall Coffee House. Sparkes 
, Thomas, combe, Grocer. Nov 15 at 12 at the King’s Arms 


nstaple, Fox, Ilfracombe 
Rade iff, ame, Saddleworth, York, Weoliea Manufacturer. Nov 16 
on Commercial Inn, Uppermiil, Saddieworth. Bradbury, 


Rhodes, Samuel Stee, Taste Dentist. Nov 14 at 3 at offces of 


bey! d 
Frank, Ciifton, Bristol, out of employment. Noy 13 at 
at the ey of Court Hotel, Holborn. 
hn, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Shipwright, Nov 19 at 12 at offices 
aieen, London rd, Lowestoft 
Boott, Archioaid, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Coal Merchant. Nov 16 at 2 at 
Hotel, Lianrwet. Hammonds, Lianrwst 


Joseph, Maxstohe, Nov 13 at 3 

at offices of Fi A iivadenter 
om Try Mon : John et, Golten 2a, Solicitor, Nov 
Thomas, John, , Glamorgan, sr Hor 14 at 11 at | Bveree 


George William, Kentish Town '° 
at 20 at offices of Thwai bay Dasinghall ct. Palos Moree hg 


Rebecca, and Emma Jane Tolan, Shanklin, 
"Deslers in Fancy Goods Nov 20 at oss at chess of Digan 


i William Lovett, mor ounger, Lynd Rutland, Gamekeeper. 
Hes te «hb ctatieesel Guiten Prisr lane, tclouster 
Charles, Lezelis, Warwick, out of business. Nov l4at li 


; ple st, 
Wade, Henry, = Saar sae 9 Staff rd, Grocer. Wov 15 at 11 at offices of 


Waterloo = rmingham 
Walker, Charles, West Bromwich, Stafford, Grocer. Nov 13 at 11 at 
Church st, Oldbury 
— Arthur Howe, Greenhithe, Kent, Salesman. Nov9 at 12 at 
111, Cheapside. Peake, Eastcheap 
Whitehead, Harriet, Ashton-under-Lyne, Furniture Dealer. Nov 19 
at2at the Pitt and Nelson Hotel, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyne. 
Clayton, Ashten-under-Lyne 
Wilkinson, William, South Carlton, Lincoln, Farmer, Mov 17 at 1t 
at offices of Poynton and = —— : ave 
James, Sheffield, Innkeeper. Nov 14 at 12 at offices 
po Bank st, Sheffield 
David John, Harrogate, York, Pietare Dealer. Nov 14 at 12 
at the offices of Bateson, Harrogate 
Wood, William, Charing, Kent, Butcher. Nov 16at 2ettheSwan Inn, 
Charing. Norwood, Cnaring 


Tvusspay, Nov. 6, 1677. 
Abbott, Serene Bradford, Hosier. Nov 20 at 3 at 8, York st, Man- 
chester. ester 


Sale and Co, Manch 
Adams, George, Cranbourue, Bente, Tailor. Nov 17 at 1 at the Bull 
Salisbury Minster 


Inn, Fisherton, Moore and Harvey, 

Bayley, John Foratio Roberts, Birmingham, Professor of ——— 
a 16 at 3 at officesof Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, 

Bell, R Robert, Middlesborough, Boot Maker. Nov 13 at 13 at offices of 
Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Bellingham, Walter, Approach rd, Victoria park, Silk Winder. Nov 

15 atl at offices of Ager, Barnard ’sinn, Holborn. Lee, Southampton 


buildings 

Birchall, John, Cheetham, Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. Mov 15 at 3 

at the Wheat Sheaf Hotel, Fennell st, Manchester 

Bradley, Jobn, Coatham , York, Blacksmith. Nov 14 at 3 at offices of 
Staniland, Albert rd, Middles borough 

Brearley, Joseph, Sheffield, Builder. Nov 23 at 4 at officesof Gee, Fig 
Tree lane, Sheffield. Binns. Sheffield 

Brewin, James, and Harry Turner, Leicester, Boot Manufactarers. 

Nov 19 at 3 at offices ot Shires, Market st, Leicester 

Brier, John, Manchester, Cotton Spianer. Nov 20 at 3 at offices of 

Earle and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Bromley, Jeremiah, Brunswick place, City rd, Plumber. Nov I6at 2 

at offices of Newton, Finsbury circus 

— John, St axe, Commission Agent. Nov 15 at 3 at offices 

and Hetley, Bedford row 

Bod » Joseph, eon mg York, Innkeeper. Nov 19 at 12 at offices 

of Crumbie, Stonegate, York 

Burrows, Absalom, Rimberiey, ety Coal Miner. Noy 33 at 3 
at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

— John Willshire, Leicester, Chemist. Nov 22 at 4 at offices of 


Wright, Betvoir st, Leicester 
— George, Lincoln, Fishmonger. Nov 13 at 2 at offices of Bex, 
e, Lincoln 
don Alfred, Denton, Lancashire, Contractor. Nov 21 at 3 at the 
Norfolk Ams, Hyde, Cheshire. Smith, Hyde 
Clayton, Edwin, fee General Dealer. Nov 23 at 12 at offices 
of Whitti 


Farmers’ yard, Nottingham 
Corns, Joseph, Chester, Coach Builder. Nov 23 at 3 at offices of Ellis, 
st, Chester 


Cowell, sam, ey Tailor. Nov'20 at3 at offices of Tigady, 
Tackett 3 at, Poldiag, Biackbarn 
Cranham, Nhe ee Billingshurst, Suseex, Upholsterer. Nov 3i at Sab 
offices of Medwin and Co, Carfax, Horsham 
Crosse, Henry, Catherine court, Seething lane, Commission Merehant. 
Deo 6 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. M Fenchurch st 
Crowther, Wright, Huddersfield, Yarn Spinner. Nov 23 at 11 at the 
Queen = “* ae Mi on; Oi 
Davies, Alfred John Evans Higgins, and George Morgan, 
Contractors. Nov 19 at 2 at ofiees of Howell, Fisher st, 
Swansea 
John, East Moulsey, Surrey, Gent. Nov 29 at 12 at the San 
Hotel, Kingston, Foster, Birchin lane 


jiah, . 
ll toffces of Burton Union passage, Birmingham 
Dingey, Sam nel, Leicester, Anchor Shoe Tip aad Nail Manufactarer. 
Een tan: ne cldtcaen Gentes o. st, Leicester 
Dianing, Jobo, Sonth Shields, Pru:t Dealer. Nov 19 at 3 at offices of 


Smith, Camden st, North Shields 
Dixon, John john, Croydon, Harter. Nov 20 at 3 at offices of Waring, 


Boro am h st, Southwark 

an, Itoorth, oat of Durie, Nov 16 at 2 at the White 
In it t 

Horse Torre, nag Iankeeper. Now 22 at 11 at the 

nn ane, Seo Sane See gg te my x. , 
Alfred, Miulosbri ge, ur 

Ny poe eee er eg 


facturer. 
Fishmonger. Mov 12 at 3 ab offices of Seow- 


Sige, en, Seen, an, Sa Nov 21 at 12 atefiices 
Se Provides Dealer. Mov 19 at 1] at olfces 


of Tayler, Colmore row, 
Everson, Edgar, Upweil, Norfolk, Builder, 19 at 2 at the Ange) 


Nor 
Hotel, Welchman Carrick, Wisbech 
pumas Benctrengh. Wolshawn set @rocer. Nev 14 af Ti ab 





ot Neath 
PT ats Conca as a ray 





rd, 
offices of Briant, Winchester House, Oid Broad at 
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Fawcett, William, Foster laze, Cheapside, or Nov 22 . 


at 8 at offices of Pearse, Cheapside. Co, st 
Fisher, Arthur Edward, Birmingham, Tile Merchant. Nov 19 at 3 at 
offices of Wright and Marshall, Towa Hall chambers, New st, Bir- 


mingham 
» Fielden, William Howarth, Didsbury, Lancashire, Hotel Keeper. Nov 
19 at 3 at offices of Connor, Princess st, Manchester 
Funk, Nicholas, Newcastle st, Whitechanel, Furrier. Nov 19 at 10 at 
offices of Evans and Eagles, John st, Bedford row 
Gelder, Solomon, Windmill st, Finsbury, Tailor. Nov 15 at 3 at offices 
of Wetherfield, Gresham buildings 
Godson, Richard Stephen, Union grove, Clapham, out of empleyment. 
Nov 15 at 12 at offces of Simson, Great George st, Westminster 
Grigg, Samuel, Church row, Limehouse, Shirt Manufacturer. Nov 14 
at 3 at offices of Gowing and Mandale, Coleman st 
Haley, Squire, Bradford, Nov 20 at 11 at offices of Yewdall and Son, 
New Market st, Bradford ‘ 
Hands, Henry, and Edwin Clark, Atherstone, Warwick, Hat 
Manufacturers. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of Fowke, Ann st, Bir- 
minghem “ 
Harper, Encch, and Albert Harper, Smethwick, Stafford, Gasfitters. 
Nov 20 at 11 at effices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 
Harris, Elias, Well st, Whitechapel, Licensed Victualier. Nov 22 at 2 
at 145, Cheapside. Martin, Fencburch st 
Holden, Thor as James, Southport, Blacksmith. Nov 19 at 3 at offices 
Dawson, Wood st, Bolton 
Hood, William, Vine st, Waterloo rd, Harness Maker. Nov 19 at3 at 
offices of Sturt, Southwark chambers, Southwark st, Borough ; 
Hope, John, Tipton, Stafford, Grocer: Nov 19 at ll at offices of 
Whitehouse, Castle st, Dudley 
Hope, Thomas, Birmingham, Paper Fastener Manufacturer. Nov 19 
at 3 at offices of Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Horton, John, Southampton, Glass Dealer. Nov 16 at 3 at offices of 
Browne, Cheapside. Greer, Queen st 
Howell, Henry Seys, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Draper. Novi9 atl at 
the Mackworth Hotel, Swansea. Home, Liarelly 
Hucklesby, James, Sundov, Bedford, Straw Dealer. Nov 22 at 11 at 
offices of Benning and Son, Dunstadle 
Irving, William, Arlecton, Cumberland, Boot Maker. Nov 21 at 3 at 
offices of McKelvie, Sandhills lane, Whitehaven 
Jackson, William, Workington, Grocer. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of Mi- 
burn, Nook +t, Workington ; 
Kessel!l, Thomas Norman, Leamington Priors, Draper. Nov 22 at 1 
at offices of Snape, High st, Warwick 
Koster, John Henry, Liverpool, Sailmaker. Nov 19 at 2 at offices of 
Quinn and Sons, Lord st, Liverpool 
Lee, Walton, Gosforth, Northumberland, Builder. Nov 23 at 2 at offices 
of Benson and Co, Neville chambers, Westgate rd, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. Elsdon, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Lifton, Frederick George, Bristol, Hairdrésser. Nov 21 at 12 at offices 
Benson and Thomas, Broad st, Bristol 
Lintott, Jatez James, Chepstow, Mon, Boot Maker. Nov 20 at 11.30 
at offices of Parsons, High st, Bristol. a oy 
Lockitt, John, Wolverhampton. Nov 17 at 11 at offices of Barrow, 
Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Martin, George, Birminghai, Grocer. Nov 16 at 3 at offices of Jaques, 
Cherry st, Birmingham 
Martin, Henry, Normacott, Stafford, out of business. Nov 22 at.11 at 
offices of We)ch, Caroline st, Longton 
Mattick, Thoma , Radsto:k, Innkeeper. Nov 12 at the Waldegrave 
Arms, Radstock, in lieu of the place originally named 
NecCaffrey, Bernard, Whiiehsven. Nov 20 at 3 at offices of Webster, 
Queen st, Whitehaven 
Metzner, Albert Edward, Lewisham, Gas Fitter. Nov 15 at 3 at offices 
of Scard and Son, Gracechurch st 
Middleton, John, Paddock Wood, Kent, Farmer. Nov 23 at 2 at the 
Crown Hotel, Tonbridge. Menpes, Maidstone 
Milne, James, St Swithin’s lane, Colliery Agent. Nov 22 at 12 at offices 
of Brown, Finsbury plac 
Monck, Charles Ivimy, Southsea, Fishmonger. Nov 16 at 3 at offices 
of Whitebal!, Union st, Portsea 
Moon, William James, Kidderminster, no occupation. Nov 15 at 3 at 
the Acorn Hotel, Temple row, Birmingham.. Talbot 
Mort, John, Bolton, Potato Merchant. Nov 12 at 3 at offices of Daw- 
son, Wood st, Bolton 
Morton, Joseph, Noble st, Belt Manufacturer. Nov 19 at 2 at offices of 
Shearman, Gresham st 
Nicholls, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Hardware Dealer, Nov 15 at 12 at 
offices of Ward, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Nix, William, Stow Maries, Essex, Farmer. Novy 29 at 11 at offices of 
Digby and Evans, Silver st, Maldon 
Cffer, George, Bristol, Wheelwright. Nov 19 at 1 at offices of Meeres, 
Nicholas st, Bristol 
O'Neill, John, Sunderland, Boot Marufacturer. Nov 20 at 2 at offices 
of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Ough, Manks Jacksor, Wakefield, Fancy Draper. Nov 17 at 11 at 
cfiices of Crcwther and Co, York st, Manchester. Lodge, Wakefield 
Pain, William, Gathford, Somerset, Farmer, Nov 21 at 12 at offices of 
Simmons and Clark, Manvers st, Bath 
Parker, Johv, Fishpord’, Gloucester, Butcher, Mov 19 at 11 at offices 
of Meeres, Nicholas st, Bristol 
Parker, Victoria Anne Bosh, Clifton, Bristol. Nov 16 at 3 at offices of 
Tricks and Co, City chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol. Clifton, Bristol 


Paskins, Christopher, Catherine st, S'rand, Mineral Water Vanu- 
urer. Nov 26 at 12 at offices of Dyte, Fleet st. Venn, New inn, 


Strand 
Pennel), George Frelerick, Birmingham, Hardware Dealer. Nov 16 
at 12 at cflices of Pointon, Temple row west, Birmingham 


Perry, Jobn Henry, Bread st, Wholesale Mantle Manufacturer. Now 
15 at 2 at 111, . Cattlin, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 
John William, Manchester, Importer of F ancy G » Nov 
21 at 3 at offices of Heath and Sons, Sen Meomeas 
P bine ay eae Railway Porter. Nov 17 at 11 at offices of 
Purchase Richard Robert, Bromegrove, Clothier, Nov 14 at 3 soft 
of Rawlings, Aon st, Birmingham geome: 
Thomas, Walton, nr Wakefield, Tailor. Nov 24 at 10.30 at offices 
Scholes and Son, Leeds r4, Dewsbury 


= 

Reavell, Tho mas Francis, Guilden Morden, Cambridge, Builder, 
23 at 2 at offices ot Nash, High st, Royston Nor 

Rhode, George, Middiesex House, Enfield Town, Linen Draper, Nov 
= at 4 at _— of yd -_ pong bys ence S an 

Rimmer, Henry George, Southpor' erchant, Nov 29 
offices of Jones and Pride, North John st, Liverpool, Buck et E 
Dicksons, Southport i 

Roberts, John Ellis, Denbigh, Nurseryman. Nov 20 at2 at the Gro 
venor Hotel, Eastgate st, Chester. Davies, Denbigh 

Robinson, Louis, Kingston-upon-Hull, Boot Manufacturer, Nov 14 at? 
at ws George Hotel, Whitefriar gate, Hull. Walker and Spink, 


Hal 
Rosen, Israel, Kingston-upon-Hull, Jeweller. Nov 16 at 3 at Offices of 
Chambers, Scale lane, Hull 
Robert; Wimbledon, Draper. Nov 17 at 12 at offices gf 
Moore, Bedford row, Holborn 
Shirt, Charles, Barnsley, Miner. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of Gray, Egy. 
gate, Barnsley 
Sims, Henry, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. Nov 17 at 11 at the Acom 
Hotel, Temple st, Birmingham. Robinson and Son, Birmingham, 
Slater, Samue), Thurlwood, Cheshire, Journeyman Baker. Noy 22 g 
10 at the Roebuck Hotel, Kidsgrove. Pointon 
Smith, Josepb, Longfieet, Poole, Organist. Nov 21 at 3 at office ¢ 
Aldridge and Aldridge, King st, Poole 
Smith, William Frederick, Andover rd, Holloway, Builder. Nov a 
; 2 at offices of Fawcett and Jones, King st, Cheapside. Fenton, High. 
te > 
Tattersall, Alfred Charles, Nafferton, York, Innkeeper. Nov 19 at dat 
Offices of White, Exchange st, Great Driffleld 
Taylor, Mary, Lincoln, Innkeeper. Nov 19 at 11 at offices of Hett ang 
, Scunthorpe 
Todd, Thomas Samuel, and Joseph Edward Sanders, Kingston-apo. 
Thames, Builders. Nov 14 at 1.30 at the Guildhall Coffee Hom, 
Gresham st. Wilkinson and Howlett, Bedford st, Covent garden 
Tranter, Simeon, Longton, Stafford, Beerseller. Nov 20 at 11 at offfcas 
of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 
Venman, E 'ward, Jsrrow-on-Tyne, Durham, Groc2r, Nov 15 at 3 at 
Offices of Bell, King st, South Shields 
Vigagor, Charles, Over, Chester, Painter. Nov 24 at 11 at offices of 
Fletcher, Northwich. 
Wagg, John, Heacham, Norfolk, Baker. Nov 15 at 12 at offices of 
Beloe, New Conduit st, King’s Lynn 
Watson, Burton, Boston, Auctioneer. Nov 16 at 12 at offices @ 
Williams, Silver st, Lincoln 
Whipham, Frederick Septimus, Bedford place, Russell sq, Olerk in 
H,M.’s General P.O. Nov 19 at 3 at offices of Haigh and Aga, 
Gresham &t a 
Whipp, James Miles, Kingston-upon-Hull, Oab Proprietor. Novlé g 
12 at offices of Wa'ker and Spink, Parliament s+, Hull 
Whitehouse, Joseph, Birmingham, Brush Manufacturer. Nov 21 atli 
at offices of Fowke, Ann st, Birmingham 
Wild, Richard, Lees, Lancashire, Confectioner. Nov 21 at 3 at offices 
of itaker, St Peter st, Oidham 
Woclhouse, Wesley, Brighton, Commission Agent.3 Nov 19 at 3 at officys 
of Webb, Union st, Ship st, Brighton 





=a 
PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless syste of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 


ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND SON 


ROBE gat MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSRL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY ER CLERGY GOWNS, MF 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. _ 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMERS 

It LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, in 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and 

arters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property 
nvestments generally, is published on the first day of eac 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
or will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for 
tion should be received not later than four days previous to the: 
of the preceding month. 

















COIDENT 
(Limited), 7, Bank-buildings, Lothbary, E.0. 
General ents. Personal Tojaries. 
Railway Accidents, Death by Accidents. ; 
C. HARDING, Managet. 











INSURANCE OOMPANY 
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RESULT OF BONUS INVESTIGATION, 3ist Dec., 1876. 





{EGAL & GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 





FLEET STREET, near TEMPLE BAR. 





The Profit is the largest yet divided by the Society. 


The Bonus gives an average addition of £84 per £1,000 assured. 
The basis of valuation maintains, in their utmost force, the safeguards rendering the Society second to none in 


geourity to the Assured. Thus— 


1, The new “ Institute of Actuaries” Tables of Mortality were employed throughout. 


(These yield 


higher reserves against Policy-liabilities than any other in recognized use.) 
2. The future rate of Interest obtainable was estimated at 3 per cent. only. 
3. The whole “ Loading” was reserved for future Expenses and Profits. (See Government Schedule.) 


Nine-tenths of the Profits belong to the Assured. 





LEGAL & GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 





The Bonus Report, fully explaining the effect of the principles adopted, and the Valuation Schedule will be 


ferwarded. 
March, 1877. 


E. A. NEWTON, Actuary and Manager. 





, 
CITY OF LONDON. 

Within a few feet of the City boundary.—An important Freehold Build- 
ing Estate, nearly an acre in extent, extending from Golden-lane, 
to which there is an important frontage, to within a short distance 
of the Goswell-road, directly in the Jine of extensive improvements 
about to be effected by the parish, offering splendid sites for the 
erection of warehouses in one of the most important business positions 
of the Metropolis. 


ESSRS. HARMAN & MATTHEWS have re- 
ceived instructions to offer for SALE, by AUCTION, at the 

, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 
1077, at TWO o'clock ee in one lot, an unusually extensive and 
vauable FREEHOLD ESTATE, covering an area of about 37,500 feev, 
frontages to Golden-lane, Turk’s Head-court, Benbow’s-rents, 
-alley, and Bell-alley, Goswell-road, and a new street about to 
Yemade by the parish, which will open up and greatly enhance the 
walae of the entire property. The existing houses and premises on the 
@ate, known as Nos. 87, 89, and 91, Golden-laue, with the extensive 
in the rear thereof, now used as a cooperage; Nos. 7, 8, and 

Turk’s Head-court; Nos. 3, 4, 5, and 6, Bendow’s-rents; the whole 

é harbour-court, Crown-court, and Parson’s-court, the whole of 
White-street, and Nos. 7, 8, 9, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21, Bell-alley, Goswell- 
produce a rental of about £2,000 per annum, assuring to the 
interest on the outlay until building operations are actually 
fommenced. A considerable portion of the estate will be required for 
de improvements about to be effected by the parish, notice totreat for 
dont 8,000/t. having already been given. Arrangements might be 
male for a greater portion of the purchase-money to remain on 


alars, with plans, may be obtained of 
rs.G. F. HUDSON, MATTHEWS, & CO., Solicitors, 23, 
Bucklersbury, E.C. ; 
tithe Mart ; and of the Auctioneers, 35, Walbrook, E.C. 





HYDE PARK. 


Dairable Leasehold Investment, on the Bishop of London’s Estate, pro- 
ducing a net rental of £175 per annum. 


ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SON, & CO. aro 
instructed by the Exzcutors of the late G. E. Clarke, Esq., 
»to SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, on 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 28, at ONE precisely, in One Lot, the 
UBASEHOLD FAMILY RESIDENCE, No. 75, Oxford-terrace, Hyde- 
hear Sussex-gardens, containing eight bed chambers and dress- 
teom, double drawing rooms, dining room, library, morning room, 
Offices; let on lease at a rent of £135 per annum. Also the 
Sable Premises, being No. 19, Devonport-mews, in the rear; let on 
Wate to Sir John Kennaway, Bart., M.P., at a rent cf £50 per annum. 
The whole held for an unexpired term of about 57} years, at nominal 
Pound-rents amounting to £10 per annum. 
be viewed by permission of the tenants, and particulars with 


0! 
Meests, DRUCE, SONS, & JACKSON, Solicitors, 10, Billiter- 
a, E.C.; 
ttthe Mart ; and of Messrs. FULLER, HORSEY, SON, & CO., 11, 
Witerequare, E.C. 





Corner Wine and Spirit Establishment. 
R. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL, by AUO- 
TION, at the MASONS’ HALL, Masons’-avenue, City, at an 
date, the valuable LEASE AND GOODWILL, with possession, 
“Queen's Arms,” Portiand-street, Walworth-common, an un- 


and cards of the Auctioneer, 104, Great Russell-street, 


Beomsbury-square, W.O, 


See: 
Genuine Wine and Spirit Establishment. 


R. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL, by AUO- 

TION, at the MASONS’ HA Masons’-avenue, City, at an 

a the valuable LEASE AND DWILL of the “ Macaulay 

my Co begs ony ee A Great uscell-atreat, 
Momsbury-equare, W.0. re 








Important Wine and Spirit Establish r ent—Lease 35 years—paying out 
about £4,000 per annum. 
M R. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL, by AUC- 
TION, at the MASONS’ HALL, Masons’-avenue, City, at an 
early date, the valuable LEASE AND GOODWILL, with possession, 
of the “* Lion and Lamb,” Margaret-street, King’s-cross-road. 
Particulars and cards of the Auctioneer, 104, Great Russell-street, 
Bloomsbury-square, W.C. 





On the Dake of Portland’s Estste.—Upper Wimpole-street.—Capital 
Long Leasehold Residence and Stabling, for occupation. With 


possession. ji 
ESSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD will 
SELL, at the MART, on WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER l4th, 
at TWO, the valuable PORTLAND LEASE of the commodious TOWN 
RESIDENCE, No. 25, Upper Wimpole-street, containing six bed rooms, 
dressing roum, and servants’ chambers, fitted bath room, elegant double 
drawing room, 45ft. lopg, and conservatory, spacious and well-pro- 
— dining room, handsome library, capital entrance and inner 
lis, paved with encaustic tiles, excellent domestic offices, and cellar- 
age, together with a capital four-stalled stable, coach house with 
coschman’s rooms over, situate immediately in rear of the residence, 
and known as No. 2, Clarke’s-mews. The house is in perfect order, 
— been lately the subject of a large outlay, the drainage 1s ex- 
cellent, hot and cold water and gas are laid on to page r floors, 
and it is in every respect qualified to be the abode of a family cf high 
standing. Direct from the Duke of Portland for an ucexpired term of 
about oF years, at a ground-rent of £80 per annum, and of the esti- 
mated annual value of £350. Being in the occupation of the owner, 
immediate possession can be had. 
May be viewed by cards obtained of the A , and particulars 
obtained of 
E. M. HORE, Esq., 52, Lincoin’s-inn-fields ; 
at the Mart; and of Messrs, EDWIN FOX & BOUCSFIELD, 99 
(late 24), Gresham-street, Bank. 


By order of the Mortgagee.—Valaable Absolute Reversion to One- 
Fifth Share of Freehold Properties, at present producing S114 12s. 
per annum ; and also about £1,700 invested in Great Northern Rail- 


way Steck. 3 
ESSRS. JONES, LANG, & CO. will SELL, by 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRI- 
DAY, NOVEMBER 23, 1877, at TWO o’clock, the valuable ABSOLUTE 
REVERSION to ONE-FIFTH E, payable on the death or re- 
marriage of a lady now in her sisty-sixth year, of valuable FREE- 
HOLD LAND, and Leasehold Residences and Shops, situate in Bab- 
with, in the East Riding of Yorkshire, and producing £1'4 12s. per 
annum ; also about £1,700 invested in Preference and other Stock of 
the Great Northern Railway. F 
lars, with conditions of sale, can be obtained of 
GEORGE CASTLE, Esy., Solicitor, 38, Poultry, E.C. ; 
and of the Auctioneers, 5, King-street, E.C. 


STOKE NEWINGTON. 

Valuable Freehold Ground-rants, amounting to £395 per annum, aad 
secured upon residences, the rack rentals of which are £1,612 per 
annum, 

1 ESS8S. JONES, LANG, & OO. have received 

IVE instructions to SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, Tukenhoue- 

yard, E.0., on FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 1877, in Lots, a very valu- 

able collection of FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, secured upea 48 

residences inthe cg sane Stoke Svea, viz. = 

rental o: 











aie 
sini cane ta ot 
CHARLES SAWBRIDGE, Ha. 10 and 11 Milk-atreet, Cheaps 
and of the Auctioneers, 5, King-street, Cheapsiie, B,0. 


Ad 
Particulars, with conditions of 
RLES 





a "qe SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Nor. 1,167, 


——___; 


x —— 


Just published, price 10s. 6d., post free, 
THE WEEKLY REPORTER DIGEST, 











The “DIGEST” contains a Reference to every Report which has appeared of any cage 
decided during the year, and enables the practitioner to see the effect of the decision on any 
particular branch of law during the year. 


Also the Important Public General Statutes, 40 & 41 Vict., 1877. 





SER RI RA TR Neo 


LONDON: 52, CAREY STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, W. c. 


’ A BANK (LIMI 

"Final Ge Completion of the Underground Inner SS eee a 3 ane an 
Circle Railway System. HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON, 

eae Brancuss in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Ags, 


ISSUE OF £1,200,000 SHARE CAPITAL, Lahore, Shangh ai, Hong Kong, 


Ovrrent Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms 
/n 120,000 Shares of £10 each, of the tomary with London tankers, and interest allowed when the 44 


bal d fall below £100. 
METROPOLITAN INNER ORCL Ena ee a 
COMPLETION RAILWAY, oo ter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agread 


nnect tropolitan Rail Aldga h Brits issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branches 

noel ha Datsit allway at the ‘Mansis —_ by Sam — — £ tae Bos free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sens 
il 1 ‘or collection. 

earl oe im “0 circle SaLEs AND Purcuaszes effected in British and foreign securities, in 


In view of the great neh ce 0 e undertaking to the Metro- 
generally, the following casi SUBVENTIONS are by Act of pre hy India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same 


secured to the Company :— 

By THE METROPOLITAN BOARD OF WORKS £370,000 Interest drawn, and my wees FP = pay pm ye pensions realized 
By THE COMMISSIONERS OF SEWERS OF ., Every other description o: og business joney agency, 
THE CITY OF LONDON 130. British and Indian, transacted. J. TH ‘OMSON, Chairman, 














LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
GUARANTEED MINIMUM TOLLS, £64,240 PER AN ENRY GREEN, Adverti en yp Paar to 
- vertisement en 
NOM, SECURED BY ACT OF PARLIAMENT, direct the attention of the Legal Profession ¢ a 
WHICH, WITH THE OTHER SOURCES OF RE- of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the 
VENUE, WILL YIELD A CLEAR MINIMUM 4} | ertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continue? 
PER CENT. DIVIDEND ON THE SHARE CAPITAL | »pport.—N.8. -One copy of advertisement only required, a 
NOW FOR SUBSCRIPTION, WITH PROBABLE ee ye don Gamtte ” kent Ey copuatinemt. advertin 
Sood oy Gun tite nae pubes ae 
A o 
VANCING AS THE TRAFFIC IS DEVELOPED. PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
DIRECTORS. WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS, 
The Right oe SS ee —.- ee Span. a 192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E,C, 
Alderman airman 0 e 
Blackwall Railway Company, of the Netional Provident Institution, poate pi bg bya S., bee meee ammne 208, 


one of the Commissioners of Sewers of the City of London. Baer Parer, 15s, 6d., 178. 6d., and 23s. ‘bd. 
. per ream. 
Alderman Si Sir F. WYATT TRUSCOTT, Member of the Metropolitan | Poorscap Paver, 10s. 6d., lds. 6d., and 18s. 6d, per ream. 
—_ - Works and one of the Commissioners of Sewers of the Cream-Lain Note, 3s., 4., and 58. per ream. 


City of Londoa. 
W.M. i, BULLIVANT, , Esq. (Messrs, Boxiivane & Co.), Millwall,and | LARGe Ousan-taio Nore, ds. 4. tea sonar 


per ream 
dass G00: DSON, Eag., Director of the Guardian Fire and Lite | SyTaupue” ExvavoPe, extra sccare, 9, Od, pt i 
100. 


Foouscar Orriciat Envevores, ls, 9d. per 
F. D. WAL! Clarges-street, Picead 
™ s i, oe rye sil Partaivce & Coorzr’s Vertum Wove Oxvs-Hover oho wor 


| 5 
, 





4. 8. twey-ae wey Company of the Metropolitan “ id ream. This incomparable Paper has raleed up a host of 
etropolita’ ations. Purchasers are partic riy r uested 0 
hy ight Honourabie Vis -Chairman of the dicto ditto Metropol ? each sheet bears the fac-slmile water-mark, "PART t 
Right Viscount GORT, Disector ofthe, Patiway COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” withat 
Company. which none is genuine. 
Leer | Sxixs, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 54, each, 26, pr 


doz 
ABRIDGED PROSPECTUS. Stconse om Fotiowsns, Ruled, 2s, 1d, exch, 240, perdozen, Site 
The Directors of the Mernorotiran Iexer Cincie a roll, 
Rattway ComPany are now prepared to receive applications for Recoups om Memoniars, 84. each, 78, 6d. por dozen, 
£1,200,000, being the Sexe Capital proposed to be raised, in 110,000 | Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Books 
8 Soninon. a “rtagenaye Apical An immense stock in various bin dings. 
’ ” on 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


z = requisite mnder the above Acts supplied on the shortest sate 


6 BOOKS ana FORMS kept in stock for  immedisa # 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 6) 
form for registration and distribution. 
$, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. 


BEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches 
pinies Feo Stamps Railway Kegistration Forms, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 

we an: i : ot Borioana’ in 
London, a0. ¥ 

Tera T col cleat Woteae Damaae and Filed. 
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